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ABSTRACT 
 

 

This study examined the association between a parent’s socioeconomic status, stress, and 

emotion regulation abilities (i.e., cognitive reappraisal and expressive suppression) and that 

parent’s emotion-related socialization behaviors (ERSBs) in a sample of 192 primary caregivers 

using self-report, cross-sectional data. A local and an online (Amazon Mechanical Turk), sample 

were combined and analyzed. The findings varied slightly by sample. Cognitive reappraisal and 

a composite variable of SES were significant predictors of supportive ERSB use. Stress and 

expressive suppression were significant predictors of unsupportive ERSBB use. Exploratory 

analyses indicated that stress moderated the association between cognitive reappraisal and the 

use of both supportive and unsupportive ERSBs. Future directions in this area of research are 

discussed and a multi-generational perspective on emotion-related socialization is suggested.  
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CHAPTER 1 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 
 

 Most have experienced disappointment after receiving a poor review, rage during rush 

hour, or, at the very least, mild melancholy during a challenging week. Learning to navigate 

one’s ever-evolving emotional landscape is a lifelong pursuit. Parents have the unique 

responsibility of continuing this enterprise in their own lives while teaching their children how to 

do the same. This study examined how certain aspects of a parent and his or her life (i.e., 

socioeconomic status, stress, and emotion regulation) are associated with that parent’s emotion-

related socialization behaviors (i.e., how a parent socializes his or her child to deal with 

emotions).  

Emotions are deeply embedded in our every experience, making them difficult to define. 

However, a discussion of emotion regulation requires an attempt at a definition. Keeping in mind 

that this study examined emotion regulation, the following definition has origins within emotion 

regulation literature. However, it is important to note that emotions have been defined differently 

and there is no consensus on a definition of emotions (Izard, 2010). Emotions are feelings in 

response to a situation or thought that are also deemed important by the individual (Santrock, 

2009). Gross and Thompson (2007) suggest that there are three core features of emotions: 

emotions are a response to a situation viewed as pertinent to the individual, emotions inspire 

action, and emotions are pliable. It is this final feature that allows for emotion regulation. 

Ostensibly, the ability to manipulate and control one’s emotions would be useful in 

aiding individuals’ attempts to attain different goals (e.g., completing a task about which one is 

anxious). Emotion regulation is a cognitive skill developed over the lifespan (Charles & 



 

2 
 

Carstensen, 2014) that can be defined as, “consist[ing] of internal and external processes 

involved in initiating, maintaining, and modulating the occurrence, intensity, and expression of 

emotions” (Morris, Silk, Steinberg, Myers, & Robinson 2007, p. 213). This skill is frequently 

studied through the measurement of two aspects: cognitive reappraisal (i.e., how one thinks 

about an emotional situation) and emotion expression (i.e., how one outwardly responds to an 

emotional situation (Gross, 2002). Emotion regulation can be described as the sister to the more 

widely studied self-regulation and like self-regulation is associated with academic achievement 

when measured in youth (Garner & Wajid, 2012; Howse, Lange, Farran, & Boyle, 2003; 

Trentacosta & Izard, 2007).  

Indeed, emotion regulation is associated with many desirable outcomes for youngsters 

such as productivity in the classroom, reading scores, math scores (Graziano, Reave, Keane, & 

Calkins, 2007) and school adjustment in preschoolers (Herndon, Bailey, Shewark, Denham, & 

Bassett, 2013). Some researchers attempt to explain and narrow the achievement gap associated 

with income via an investigation of self and emotion regulation (Blair & Raver, 2012; Evans & 

Rosenbaum, 2008). Furthermore, emotion understanding and emotion control are more strongly 

associated with a decrease in child behavior problems and increased academic ability than a 

number of cognitive measures (Leerkes, Paradise, O’Brien, Calkins, & Lange, 2008).  

Similar to many other life skills such as learning to tie one’s shoelaces or learning how to 

use the restroom, emotion regulation is a life skill introduced by parents. The Tripartite Model of 

the Impact of the Family on Children’s Emotion Regulation and Adjustment (hereinafter the 

Tripartite Model) suggests that parents aid in the development of emotion regulation via three 

main components that impact child adjustment: modeling, parenting practices, and parenting 

style (Morris et al., 2007). Additionally, a peripheral component, parent characteristics, is 
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theorized to inform all other aspects of the model--this peripheral component is what this study 

explores.  

The specific behaviors parents engage in to socialize their child’s emotional experiences 

are called emotion-related socialization behaviors (ERSBs) and are categorized as supportive or 

unsupportive. These behaviors include labeling emotions, minimizing emotions, emotion 

coaching, punitive responses, and jointly reappraising a situation (Eisenberg, Cumberland, & 

Spinrad, 1998). Parents and, thus, parenting, are subject to influences outside of the child-parent 

dyad. Specifically, parenting is influenced by the parent’s personality (Prinzie, Stams, Deković, 

Reigntjes, & Belsky, 2009) interpersonal relationships (Belsky, 1984), work life (Hadzic, Magee, 

& Laura, 2013), perceived support (Green, Furrer, & McAllister, 2007), and stress (Belsky, 

1984). The Tripartite Model labels these parent-specific attributes as parent characteristics and 

suggests they inform all other components of the model. The current study explores how 

different aspects of a parent (i.e., primary caregiver) relate to how that parent socializes his or 

her child. Specifically, this study seeks to understand how socioeconomic status, stress, and a 

parent’s own ability to emotionally regulate relate to how a parent emotionally socializes his or 

her child.  

Recognizing the importance of emotion regulation for children, this study focuses on 

parental antecedents (i.e., parent characteristics) to emotion-related socialization behaviors. 

Although I use parent and primary caregiver interchangeably within the following review, this 

study examines a singular primary caregiver for each participating family. Using the theoretical 

framework of the Tripartite Model (Morris et al., 2007), I add to existing literature on the 

associations between parent qualities and their use of ERSBs. 
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All of the antecedent variables reviewed in this study (i.e., socioeconomic status, stress, 

and emotion regulation) have been researched with regard to their inter-relations and connections 

to ERSBs to some extent. For instance, some findings suggest that low-income status is 

associated with less use of supportive ERSBs by parents (Ellis, Alisic, Reiss, Dishion, & Fisher, 

2014) and lower self-regulation in children (Ursache, Blair, & Raver, 2012). Studies have 

investigated the use of ERSBs among low-income families (Brophy-Herb, Standbury, Bockneck, 

& Horodynski, 2012; Chazan-Cohen et al., 2009; Ellis at al., 2014; Graziano et al., 2007; Mathis 

& Bierman, 2015), but have yet to investigate differences of ERSB use across family incomes or 

education and income. Regarding stress, findings suggest lower parental stress is associated with 

higher child emotion regulation (Chazan-Cohen et al., 2009), and parenting stress is associated 

with child social competence (Anthony, Anthony, Glanville, Naiman, Waanders, & Shaffer, 

2005), but the present study investigates how a parent’s stress is associated with his or her use of 

ERSBs, the potential --but unexplored-- mediator in the above studies. Additionally, parent 

emotion regulation may be related to parenting behaviors (Gottman, Katz, & Hooven, 1996). 

One finding suggests that parents who feel confident in their own emotion regulation abilities 

model more cognitive reappraisal behaviors and that their children exhibit more cognitive 

reappraisal (Gunzenhauser, Fäsche, Friedlemeier, & Von Suchodoletz, 2014); however, few 

studies explicitly examine the association between parent emotion regulation and parenting 

practices (Buckholdt, Parra, & Jobe-Shields, 2014).  

During early childhood, before standard K-12 school days, parents may be more likely to 

interact frequently with their children, suggesting the importance of their role in this time period. 

Additionally, there is evidence suggesting that early childhood is an important developmental 

period for internalizing the skill of emotion regulation (Spinrad et al., 2004). Keeping this in 
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mind, the current study sample consists of primary caregivers of preschool age children between 

ages 3 and 5. In considering factors associated with parenting, there appears to be a relation 

between socioeconomic status, stress, emotion regulation, and ERSB use; however, these 

variables have not previously been explicitly examined together in one study.  

 
Statement of Purpose 

 

Noting the association of emotion regulation with academic success, and life satisfaction 

(Garner & Wajid, 2012; Howse, et al., 2003; Trentacosta & Izard, 2007), a focus on how a parent 

can best cultivate this useful skill in his or her child is warranted. The more researchers and 

parents know about factors associated with beneficial parenting behaviors, the more effectively 

they can assist in the healthy development of future generations. Identifying the relations of 

socioeconomic status, stress, and parent emotion regulation on parent use of ERSBs can help 

inform future parent interventions, with the ultimate goal of improving the child’s emotion 

regulation skills.  

My research questions were as follows:  

1. Is there is a unique, predictive relation between socioeconomic status and emotion-related 

socialization behaviors? 

2. Is there a unique, predictive relation between parents’ stress and their use of emotion-

related socialization behaviors? 

3. Is there a unique, predictive relation between parents’ emotion regulation and their use of 

emotion-related socialization behaviors? 

Power needed to examine moderation effects was not feasible for a master’s thesis 

(N=300); however, exploratory analyses were conducted to determine if trends for these two 

additional research questions are in line with my theoretical framework: 
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4. Is there an interaction effect of stress and socioeconomic status on emotion-related 

socialization behaviors? 

5. Is there an interaction effect of stress and emotion regulation on emotion-related 

socialization behaviors? 
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CHAPTER 2 

 

LITERATURE REVIEW 
 

 

Some see emotions as hassles, obstacles to achieving our goals, or unfortunate products 

of the human condition; however, the ability to regulate emotions can transform them into 

manageable, perhaps even useful, companions (Tugade & Frederickson, 2006). One way to 

grapple with the ambiguous definition of emotions is to focus on three “core features,” 

associated with emotions (Gross & Thompson, 2007). First, there must be a focus on a situation 

that is viewed as pertinent to the individual. Secondly, emotions inspire action. Finally, emotions 

are pliable (Gross & Thompson, 2007). That is to say, emotions are a response to a situation 

perceived as important, they compel one to act, and they are controllable. This final component 

permits the use of emotion regulation --a term that will be defined and explored below.  

Emotion regulation is a cognitive skill developed over a lifespan and influenced by 

individual characteristics, the stimulus presented, and the general conditions of a situation 

(Koole, 2009). Ostensibly, exerting control over one’s emotions allows other objectives to be 

attained, such as avoiding an argument, giving a quality presentation, or performing well 

academically (Pekrun & Stevens, 2009). Within this chapter, I first review the concept of 

emotion regulation and the developmental trajectory of emotion regulation. Then I review the 

Tripartite Model. Finally, I explain how this study maps onto the model and extends previous 

findings. 
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Emotion Regulation 

 

Emotion Regulation Defined 

 

Emotion regulation is a cognitive skill that is a partner to or subcomponent of the broader 

concept of self-regulation (i.e., modifying, monitoring, or otherwise changing one’s behavior in 

pursuit of a greater goal). The definition of emotion regulation is still being established and the 

best means of studying the construct are still being discovered (Thompson, Lewis, & Calkins, 

2008). However, a synthesized, succinct definition by Morris et al. (2007) defines emotion 

regulation as, “consist[ing] of internal and external processes involved in initiating, maintaining, 

and modulating the occurrence, intensity, and expression of emotions” (p. 213).  

Driving calmly in heavy traffic after a long day, averting your eyes during a disturbing 

scene in a film, and not crying while getting a shot at the doctor’s office are all examples of 

emotion regulation. Emotion regulation can be automatic, such as a store owner immediately 

smiling upon a customer’s entrance, or it can be purposeful, like taking a deep breath instead of 

uttering a regrettable statement when angry (Gross & Thompson, 2007; Mauss, Bunge, & Gross, 

2007). Emotion regulation can be covert, such as internally repeating positive affirmations before 

giving a presentation, or overt, like a mother pacifying her crying child with a hug (Gross et al., 

2006). Indeed, adults vary in their use of emotion regulation strategy and these differences are 

associated with age (Bummer, Stopa, & Bucks, 2014), societal expectations of expression (Gross 

& John, 2003), and personality characteristics (Gross, & John, 2003). A review of the Process 

Model of emotion regulation serves to better conceptualize emotion regulation. 

 
Process Model of Emotion Regulation 

 

The Process Model of emotion regulation developed by Gross and Thompson (2007) 

consists of a sequence of behaviors that begin with situation selection (Gross et al., 2007; 
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McRae, Ochsner, & Gross, 2008). Situation selection is an optional component, indicating a 

choice to avoid or engage with particular situations that may provoke an emotional response. 

Clearly, individuals are not always able to “opt in” or “opt out” of emotional situations. Once an 

individual has elected or otherwise found him or herself in a specific situation, the model follows 

a three-part, potentially repetitive, cycle labeled attention, reappraisal, and response. During the 

attention portion of the process, the regulator highlights and/or downplays different aspects of 

the situation based on the emotion those portions elicit. For instance, ruminating on a negative 

comment someone made would be attending to a negative aspect of the situation. The attention 

portion plays into cognitive reappraisal, wherein the individual in question views a situation in a 

particular, ideally emotionally beneficial, light. Cognitive reappraisal is a deliberate action to re-

conceptualize one’s perceptions of an event in pursuit of changing one’s emotional response to 

an event. For instance, viewing a poor grade as an opportunity to learn from the accompanying 

feedback as opposed to an indication of failure is cognitive reappraisal and proactive emotion 

regulation. Finally, response refers to the regulator’s emotional response and includes behaviors 

that are unobservable, such as feeling stress, and observable behaviors, like crying.  

Researchers have simplified the aforementioned model and the concept of emotion 

regulation as a whole into a combination of two distinct, contributing elements: cognitive 

reappraisal and emotional expressiveness (i.e., how one chooses to conceptualize a situation and 

how one expresses feelings in response to that conceptualization and/or situation) (Gunzenhauser 

et al., 2014; Morris et al., 2011). Findings indicate that reappraisal, or changing how one thinks 

about an emotionally inducing situation, is effective for a more positive emotional experience 

and lower physiological arousal (Gross, 2002). Alternatively, expressive suppression, pure denial 
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of one’s emotions without a change in conceptualization, is associated with loss in memory, 

negative emotional experience, and high physiological arousal (Gross, 2002).  

The ability to change one’s perspective about a situation that initially causes negative 

emotions and the ability to suppress negative emotions elicited by a situation are not innate; in 

other words, people must learn to regulate their emotions. For the purposes of this study, a 

review of emotion regulation development focuses on toddler- to preschool-age children. 

 

Emotion Regulation Development 

 
A toddler’s temper tantrum is a testament to both the absence of innate emotion 

regulatory skill and the necessity for it. Emotion regulation develops during childhood and 

adolescence with maintenance, and sometimes further progress, during adulthood (Charles & 

Carstensen, 2014). Changes between toddler and preschooler understanding of emotions can be 

drastic, as this age period marks a tremendous growth period for children-from infant to toddler 

to preschooler (Denham, 1998; Wellman, Cross, & Watson, 2001). Differences in emotion 

regulation are noted in as small of a gap as age 3 to 4 (Cole, Dennis, Smith-Simon, & Cohen, 

2009). For instance, whereas toddlers may exhibit emotion regulation through self-soothing, like 

thumb sucking, hugging a stuffed animal, or rocking (Garner, 1995), preschoolers may engage in 

venting and avoidance to deal with emotionally distressing situations (Garner & Spears, 2000). 

Preschoolers exhibit emotion regulation via improved emotional understanding (i.e., labeling of 

emotions) and emotional control (i.e., ability to regulate their own emotions) (Leerkes et al., 

2008). 

 Parents and other caregivers play a large role in supporting the early development of 

emotion regulation, not unlike the role they play in facilitating the development of other life 

skills, such as eating with utensils. A parent is initially a very active participant in his or her 
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children’s lives and the development of his or her children’s life skills. As children become more 

autonomous in their abilities, parental participation decreases (Spinrad, Stifter, Donelan-McCall, 

& Turner, 2004; Thompson, Lewis, & Calkins, 2008; Fox & Calkins, 2003). Although social 

relationships continue to play a role in emotion regulation throughout the lifespan, emotion 

regulation eventually progresses to become a more internal, autonomous process (Cole, 2014; 

Eisenberg et al., 1998; Morris et al., 2007; Sala, Pons, & Molina, 2014). 

 Early emotion regulation skills can have a long lasting impact beyond their immediate 

outcomes. For instance, emotion regulation in kindergarten is associated with better attention in 

the classroom and indirectly predicts academic achievement for first grade (Trentacosta & Izard, 

2007). Similarly, there is a relation between emotion regulation in preschool and academic 

achievement in kindergarten (Howse et al., 2003). Furthermore, emotion regulation skills are 

associated with cognitive skill development (Sala et al., 2014), academic ability (Leerkes et al., 

2008), language competence (Garner & Waajid, 2012), inhibitory control (Carlson & Wang, 

2007) and behavior regulation (Howse et al., 2003). In contrast, emotion dysregulation (i.e., poor 

regulation of emotion) is associated with difficulty adjusting to school (Herndon et al., 2013). 

Whereas the specific mechanisms of influence are still being determined, research referenced 

above indicates emotion regulation is associated with, and potentially necessary for, academic 

achievement.  

 
Emotion-Related Socialization Behaviors 

 

Parents are key players in cultivating the skill of emotion regulation at a young age via 

intentional and unconscious behaviors labeled emotion-related socialization behaviors (i.e., 

ERSBs). ERSBs are categorized as supportive or unsupportive (Eisenberg et al., 1998; Fabes, 

Poulin, Esienberg, & Madden-Dietrich, 2002). Supportive ERSBs assist in the development of 
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emotion regulation and include general comforting, labeling of emotions, and the teaching of 

coping skills (i.e., proactive responses to negative emotions). Conversely, unsupportive ERSBs 

hinder the development of emotion regulation and are illustrated by punitive reactions, 

minimizing reactions, and parental restrictiveness of emotional expression (Eisenberg, et al., 

1998; Fabes et al., 2002). Extant research suggests negative outcomes are associated with 

unsupportive behavior such as avoidance coping, externalizing behavior and lower levels of 

support seeking; however, there is less empirical evidence linking positive outcomes with 

supportive behaviors (Eisenberg et al., 1998). In other words, there is robust evidence that 

unsupportive ERSBs are associated with negative outcomes, but fewer studies find that 

supportive ERSB use is associated with positive outcomes for children.  

 

The Tripartite Model of the Impact of the Family on Children’s Emotion Regulation and 

Adjustment 

 

The Tripartite Model suggests that a child’s emotion regulation development is impacted 

by three main components: the child’s observation of parents, specific parenting behaviors, and 

the overall emotional climate of the family (Morris et al., 2007). Additionally, the model 

indicates that peripheral components including both parent and child characteristics play a role in 

the development of emotion regulation. The present study focuses on a peripheral component to 

examine associations of parent characteristics (i.e., socioeconomic status, stress, and ability to 

emotionally regulate) on parental use of ERSBs; however, all components of the Tripartite 

Model influence and are influenced by one another. Therefore, a comprehensive understanding 

of the model requires a brief review of all components despite the narrower focus of this study, 

which is represented within Figure 1 below. 
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Figure 1. Antecedents to parent emotion-related socialization behaviors. 
 
 
Observation 

 

Aligned with Bandura’s theory of modeling (Bandura & Walters, 1977) (i.e., children 

learn behavior via observation of others) it is likely that observations of parents inform a child’s 

own emotion regulation development (Morris et al., 2007). For example, a child who views his 

or her parent behaving aggressively towards the parent’s spouse may learn from that observation, 

and proceed to act aggressively towards his or her (i.e., the child’s) own friends (Santrock, 

2009). Through observation, children are able to discern what emotional expressivity is 

appropriate and acceptable and when it is appropriate and acceptable (Denham, Zoller, & 

Couchoud, 1994). Whereas the negative repercussions of parent negative emotional expression 

modeling are somewhat intuitive, it is not the case that the reverse, parental positive emotional 
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expression, is always ideal. Indeed, when parents engage in excessive expression of positive 

emotions they may inhibit a child’s ability to recognize and appropriately respond to other 

relevant social cues (Isley, O’Neil, & Parke, 1994).  

Parent modeling of emotion regulation is often theorized to be associated with children’s 

emotional development, but remains an understudied phenomenon. However, parents who 

sustain positive emotions in the face of adversity have children who are better at controlling and 

balancing their (i.e., the child’s) emotions in the classroom (Denham, Mitchell-Copeland, 

Strandberg, Auerbach & Blair, 1997). The aforementioned study (Denham et al., 1997) utilized 

both parent report surveys about emotions as well as observation of parent use of ERSBs; 

however, this study only examined middle class parents, most of who graduated from college. 

Gunzenhauser et al. (2014) provided further evidence that modeling accounts for a positive 

association between parent’s use of emotion regulation and children’s emotion regulation. 

However, over half of the sample in their study had a college degree. Additionally, neither study 

included attention to the influence of parent stress. It could be the case that middle class, higher 

educated parents experience less stress, therefore having fewer demands on their emotion 

regulation abilities, and are better able to model emotion regulation as a result. Notwithstanding 

these limitations in the literature, research does indicate that parents who manage their emotions 

well have children who better manage their own emotions, suggesting modeling as one key 

mechanism of directional parent to child influence. 

 
Parenting Practices 

 

Parenting practices are a multifaceted set of behaviors that include a parent’s response to 

a child’s emotions, parental support of child’s emotions, parental control of child’s emotions, and 

explicit teaching of emotion regulation strategies (Morris et al., 2007). The current study’s 
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dependent variable, emotion-related socialization behaviors or ERSB’s, falls into the parenting 

practices portion of the Tripartite Model. Parent’s ERSBs are likely to be associated with a 

variety of child outcomes including child emotion-regulation, emotional understanding, and self-

perceptions (Eisenberg et al., 1998). 

A parent’s punitive response (i.e., an unsupportive ERSB; e.g., punishing a child for 

emotional expression) to a child’s negative emotions is associated with children’s poorer 

socioemotional development (Buckholdt et al., 2013; Jones, Fabes, & Eisenberg, 2002). 

Similarly, a child with a parent who is more controlling of his or her own emotions is less likely 

to express his or her (i.e., the child’s) feelings, engaging in more suppression of anger (Berlin & 

Cassidy, 2003). In contrast to punitive responses, a useful or supportive ERSB is emotion 

coaching. Emotion coaching includes purposeful practices such as identifying and naming 

emotions, comforting and reassuring the child, and verbalizing problem-solving ideas in 

response to a child’s emotions (Morris et al., 2011). For instance, mothers who used joint-

cognitive reappraisal with their children in a laboratory setting had children who experienced 

less sadness and anger when receiving a disappointing prize (Morris et al., 2011). Similarly, 

mothers who utilize regulatory strategies that include soothing and acceptance of child emotion 

with their children have children who are more likely to use distraction coping, an effective 

method of emotion regulation (Spinrad et al., 2004). Moreover, parental use of supportive 

ERSBs was associated with child self-regulation development and child use of effective coping 

methods in a predominately low-income population (Brophy-Herb et al., 2012); however, 

differences between income populations are not yet researched with regard to ERSBs. In other 

words, there is research on a low-income population, but by examining only this population; it is 

difficult discern any predictive power of socioeconomic status.  
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Although emotion-related parenting behaviors have strong associations with children’s 

emotion regulation development, children may only begin internalizing these skills at a certain 

age. Spinrad et al. (2004) only observed a correlation between maternal emotion regulation 

strategy use with their children and children’s later self-regulatory abilities for emotion 

regulation strategies measured at 30 months, but not 18 months, suggesting that there is an age 

when children begin to retain and internalize these emotion regulation practices. By using a 

parent of preschool age children as opposed to younger children, the current study capitalizes on 

the parental associations that accompany older age. Clearly, explicit parenting practices are 

associated with child outcomes, thus studying factors that influence these specific parenting 

practices can contribute to an understanding of how to best support child development in this 

domain. 

 
Emotional Climate 

 

The last main component in the Tripartite Model is the emotional climate of the family, 

consisting of child attachment (i.e., the relationship between parent and child), parenting style 

(i.e., combination of demandingness and responsiveness), family expressivity (i.e., amount and 

intensity of positive and negative emotional responses), expressed emotions, and marital 

relations (Morris et al., 2007). Parent positive expressivity is linked to desirable child outcomes 

like socioemotional functions (Cumberland, Eisenberg, Champion, Gershoff, & Fabes, 2003) and 

more self-soothing behaviors (Garner, 1995). Similarly, parents who are more responsive and 

sympathetic to their children have children who report lower levels of distress (Eisenberg, Fabes, 

Schaller, Carlo, & Miller, 1991). Furthermore, marital conflict is associated with poorer 

adjustment in children (Cummings & Davies, 2002).  
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Families of lower socioeconomic status (SES) may have less stable homes in terms of 

tangible resources and this lack of stability could spill over into emotional instability. SES may 

be associated with a family’s emotional climate, and it may have bearing on a primary 

caregiver’s stress levels. As such, SES may contribute to parent characteristics that are 

associated with all components of the Tripartite Model. Indeed, exploration of external factors 

related to parent modeling and emotional climate may help explain why parents choose specific 

explicit parenting behaviors. 

 
Parent Characteristics 

 

Parent characteristics are a peripheral component of the Tripartite Model and are 

hypothesized to influence all other components (similar to child characteristics). This component 

encapsulates the variables examined in this study that are proposed to predict parent use of 

ERSBs. 

 

Socioeconomic status. Socioeconomic status (i.e., education, occupation, and income) is 

associated with stress (Dowd, Palermo, Chyu, Adam, & McDade, 2014; McLoyd, 1998), overall 

happiness (Côté et al., 2010), emotion regulation, and mental health (Duncombe, Havighurst, 

Holland, & Frankling, 2012). Moreover, low-income families report lower satisfaction with their 

family functioning than their higher-income counterparts (Mansfield, Dealy, Keitner, 2013). 

Furthermore, parents with higher levels of education and income play, read, and cuddle more 

with their children one-on-one and these parents tend to play outside with their children more 

(Gutman & Feinstein, 2010).  

Although a large number of studies examining the association between parenting 

behaviors and SES are directly and solely related to academic achievement (Hoff, Lauresen, & 
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Tardiff, 2002), some studies shed light on the broader association of SES and parenting 

behaviors. For instance, research indicates that parenting behaviors partially mediate the 

association between SES and child physical health and child externalizing behaviors (Belsky, 

Bradley, Stallard, & Stewart-Brown, 2007; Dodge, Petit, & Bates, 1994). Belsky et al. (2007) 

measured SES using income, maternal education, maternal age, marital status, and ethnicity 

while Dodge et al. (1994) used both parents’ employment status and education. This suggests 

that the association between SES and child outcomes can shift or weaken based on the emotional 

climate of the family (i.e., parental warmth). Additionally, different levels of SES appear to be 

associated with different parenting behaviors, with lower income parents often utilizing poorer 

parenting practices (Belsky et al., 2007). The above findings provide support for the notion that 

SES may be associated with varied use of ERSBs. 

Similar to stress and emotion regulation, studies examining the unique influence of SES 

on parenting behaviors (i.e., ERSBs) are lacking. Studies investigating the association between 

SES and ERSBs have combined stress, SES and other family factors to create a risk factor 

variable, which fails to discern the predictive power of SES or stress independent of one another 

(Ellis et al., 2014; Shaffer et al., 2014). Considering that stress and SES are associated (Dowd et 

al., 2014; McLoyd, 1998), it may be that only one of these constructs is associated with ERSBs. 

Furthermore, results from studies examining risk factors (i.e., stress, SES, and psychopathology) 

and parent use of ERSB have some conflicting findings. For instance, one study finds a positive 

association between increased family risk and unsupportive ERSB use, but not supportive ERSB 

use (Shaffer et al., 2014). Another reports a negative association between family risk and 

supportive ERSB use (Ellis et al., 2014). In other words, it may be the case that that SES is 
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unrelated to ERSBs once one accounts for stress, or SES may be predictive of supportive or 

unsupportive ERSB use, but not both.   

 

Stress. Stress is the “subjective feeling produced by uncontrollable and threatening 

events” (Larson & Buss, 2008, p. 69). Studies examining parent stress and parenting behaviors 

specifically related to emotions are sparse, with most focusing specifically on parent stress and 

child outcomes, but not on parent stress as a predictor of a parent’s own behaviors. However, 

Nelson et al. (2009) found parent stress was associated with child outcomes via parenting 

behaviors. Other studies suggest that the impact of stress on child outcomes is independent of 

parenting behavior, indicating that stress may have little impact on parenting behaviors (Anthony 

et al., 2005; Chazan-Cohen et al., 2009). Furthermore, studies investigating stress in the context 

of parenting generally conceptualize stress in terms of child-related stressors using the Parenting 

Stress Index (Anthony et al., 2005; Mathis & Bierman, 2012; Chazan-Cohen et al., 2009). This 

limited view of parent stress neglects to consider any non-child related stressors parents may 

experience. However, one study indicating an association between parent stress and parenting 

behaviors examined stress from multiple sources (i.e., marriage, job, home environment, and 

depression) (Nelson et al., 2009). Findings differed by parent gender. Results suggested that 

stress related to the marriage is negatively associated with supportive behaviors from fathers, that 

stress related to the home is positively associated with unsupportive behaviors for mothers, and 

that job related stress is negatively associated with supportive behaviors for both parents. As 

noted above, several studies also have combined stress, socioeconomic status and other factors 

into one predictive variable, making the predictive power of a broad conceptualization of stress 

on parents’ behavior, independent of other factors, difficult to discern (Ellis et al., 2014; Shaffer 

et al., 2014). 
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It may be the case that stress unrelated to the child could influence parenting behaviors or 

that the contribution of stress to parenting behaviors disappears once one accounts for SES. In 

other words, stress specifically related to parenting may not influence parent behaviors, but stress 

related to other life factors (i.e., job, money, marital satisfaction, etc.) may have an association 

with parenting behaviors. Another possibility is that stress is unrelated to parenting behavior 

when accounting for other risk factors such as SES. Unfortunately, to my knowledge, stress and 

SES have not been examined as separate predictors in one study related to emotion-related 

socialization behaviors in parents of preschoolers. The current study explored stress 

conceptualized broadly to further explore these possibilities. 

 

Parent emotion regulation. A peripheral component of the Tripartite Model, one 

proposed to influence the model’s three main components, is a parent’s own ability to 

emotionally regulate (Morris et al., 2007). Intuitively, parents with poor emotion regulation skills 

would not only model this poor regulation for their children, but also differ from other parents 

who regulate their emotions well in their parenting practices. Unfortunately, there are limited 

studies examining direct associations between parent emotion regulation and specific parenting 

practices (Buckholdt, Parra, & Jobe-Shields, 2014). However, studies have examined related 

constructs and parenting behaviors. For instance, a mother’s own emotional well-being mediates 

the relation between attachment (i.e., the feeling of safety and structure that accompany a stable 

household, often cultivated in early childhood) and parenting behaviors such that mothers who 

have higher rates of depression are less warm and responsive to their children (Adam, Gunnar, & 

Tanaka, 2004). Moreover, maternal disengaged coping is associated with insensitive (i.e., 

unsupportive) responses to their toddler’s negative emotions (Gudmunson & Leerkes, 2012).  
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Emotion regulation may be associated with emotional well-being and coping style, 

suggesting emotion regulation is associated with parenting behaviors. However, conflicting 

results emerge when explicitly examining emotion regulation in parents. For instance, one 

finding indicated parent emotion regulation has little impact on parenting practices after 

accounting for personality (Hughes & Gallone, 2011), whereas another study suggested that the 

two components of emotion regulation (i.e., cognitive reappraisal and expressive suppression) 

are differently associated with parents’ use of supportive ERSBs and unsupportive ERSBs 

(Guzenhauser et al., 2014). In a related study, findings indicated that how parents think about 

emotions is associated with how they socialize their children (Gottman, Katz, & Hooven, 1996); 

however, how a parent thinks about emotions does not necessarily translate into that parent’s use 

of emotion regulation skills. Another study investigating the association between parent emotion 

regulation and parenting behaviors examines only emotion dysregulation, but indicates an 

association between parent emotion dysregulation (i.e., poor, unhelpful emotion regulation) and 

parent invalidation of child emotion, leading to subsequent child emotion dysregulation 

(Buckholdt et al., 2013). By including a measure of parent emotion-regulation and specific 

emotion-related parenting measure, the current study contributes to a sparse literature greatly in 

need of study. 

 
Gaps in the Literature 

 

Researchers have described the association between parent ERSBs and child emotion 

regulation and identified behaviors that are associated with positive development and inhibited 

development of child emotion regulation (e.g., unsupportive ERSBs inhibit emotion regulation 

development) (Chazan-Cohen et al., 2009; Ellis et al., 2014; Gunzenhauser et al., 2014). Studies 

continue to support the benefits of emotion regulation skills for children (e.g., higher academic 
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achievement and higher levels of social competence) (Garner & Wajid, 2012; Herndon et al., 

2013; Howse et al., 2003; Trentacosta & Izard, 2007). Such findings suggest a need for ongoing 

exploration on the topic of emotion regulation development.  

There is an association between SES and stress (Dowd et al., 2014; McLoyd, 1998). 

Understandably, a strain on financial and material resources can induce stress for individuals and 

within families. However, studies examining low-income families and their use of ERSB do not 

provide insight as to how families of different incomes utilize ERSBs nor do these studies 

separate stress from SES (Brophy-Herb et al., 2012; Chazan-Cohen et al., 2009; Ellis et al., 

2014; Shaffer et al., 2014). A limited literature suggests a relation between stress and parents’ 

use of ERSBs (Nelson et al., 2009); however, most of these studies either combine stress and 

SES (Ellis et al., 2014; Shaffer et al., 2014) or look only at parenting stress (Anthony et al., 2005; 

Chazan-Cohen et al., 2009; Mathis & Bierman, 2012). Studies suggest poor emotion regulation 

and use of expressive suppression are associated with unsupportive ERSB use while cognitive 

reappraisal is associated with supportive ERSB use (Buckholdt et al., 2014; Gunzenhauser et al., 

2014); however, Buckholdt et al. (2014) examined only dysregulation and Gunzenhauser et al. 

(2014) only reported correlations for these findings without including them in their larger model. 

Moreover, no study has examined the independent associations between SES, stress, parents’ 

emotion regulation and parent use of ERSBs.  

 The current study contributes to a growing body of literature exploring antecedents to 

parent use of emotion-related socialization behaviors by examining the potential independent 

contributions of emotion regulation, stress, and SES. Furthermore, exploratory analyses 

examined the moderating impact of stress on both SES and emotion regulation. Examining the 

independent contributions of these variables as well as possible moderation effects replicates and 



 

23 
 

extends previous findings, allowing for a better understanding of these associations. Although 

the ultimate test of these influences would require the inclusion of children’s emotion regulation, 

an important intermediate step is to further explore internal and external influences on parent’s 

use of ERSBs.  

My research questions and hypotheses were as follows:  

1. Is there is a unique, predictive relation between socioeconomic status and emotion-related 

socialization behaviors? 

There will be a unique, predictive and positive association between SES and supportive 

ERSBs. There will be a unique, predictive, and negative association between SES and 

unsupportive ERSBs.  

2.  Is there a unique, predictive relation between parents’ stress and their use of emotion-

related socialization behaviors? 

There will be a unique, predictive and negative association between stress and supportive 

ERSBs. There will be a unique, predictive, and positive association between stress and 

unsupportive ERSBs.  

3. Is there a unique, predictive relation between parents’ emotion regulation and their use of 

emotion-related socialization behaviors? 

There will be a unique, predictive and positive association between cognitive reappraisal 

and supportive ERSBs. There will be a unique, predictive and negative association between 

cognitive reappraisal and unsupportive ERSBs. There will be a unique, predictive, and negative 

association between expressive suppression and supportive ERSBs. There will be a unique, 

predictive, and negative association between expressive suppression and unsupportive ERSBs. 
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Power needed to examine moderation effects is not feasible for a master’s thesis (N=300), 

however, exploratory analyses will be conducted to determine if trends for these two additional 

research questions are in line with my theoretical framework: 

4. Is there an interaction effect of stress and socioeconomic status on emotion-related 

socialization behaviors? 

There will be an interaction effect of stress and socioeconomic status on ERSBs such that 

higher stress will weaken the positive association between SES and supportive ERSBs and 

strengthen the negative association between SES and unsupportive ERSBs 

5. Is there an interaction effect of stress and emotion regulation emotion-related 

socialization behaviors? 

 There will be an interaction effect of stress and emotion regulation on ERSBs such that 

individuals with high stress will have a weaker positive association between cognitive 

reappraisal and supportive ERSBs and a weaker negative association between cognitive 

reappraisal and unsupportive ERSBs. 

Similarly, individuals with high stress will have a stronger negative association between 

expressive suppression and supportive ERSBs and a weaker positive association between 

expressive suppression and unsupportive ERSBs.  
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CHAPTER 3 

 

METHODS 
 

 

Power Analysis 

 

A power analysis was conducted to determine appropriate sample size and indicate the 

critical F value given the planned multiple regression analyses (Figure 2). Emotion-related 

socialization behaviors are research topics in their infancy; however, Meyers, Raikes, Virmini, 

Waters, and Thompson (2014) have provided a suggested effect size of .16 for the relation 

between parent beliefs about emotions, parent emotion socialization practices, and child emotion 

regulation abilities based on research in this area. Given the small effect size of .16, 𝛼 at .05, and 

4 predictors, G*power (Faul, Erdfelder, Buchner, & Lang. 2009) indicated that a sample size of 

n=80 would achieve a power of .80. However, to anticipate a lower return response rate and 

allow for exploratory analyses, I aimed for a larger sample. To support this goal, I recruited 

participants from local preschool and child care centers as well as through an online forum, 

Amazon Mechanical Turk. This additional recruitment method increased the sample size and, 

therefore, the likelihood that significant interaction effects would be found in the exploratory 

analyses of interaction effects.  

 

Procedures 

 

 This study utilized self-report data. This design of this study was cross-sectional, 

correlational and non-experimental. All participants in the following analyses consented prior to 

survey completion. The survey required approximately 20-30 minutes to complete. All 

participants responded to the question, “Are you the primary caregiver of a preschool age child?” 
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before completing the survey. As stated above, to obtain a higher sample size, participants were 

recruited locally as well as online through Amazon Mechanical Turk (i.e., Mechanical Turk). 

 
 

 
Figure 2. Power analysis.  

 

 

Local. Participants (N=77) were recruited from preschools and child care centers in Leon 

county and surrounding areas. An effort was made to recruit preschools serving children from 

varying socioeconomic backgrounds. A total of 39 schools and child care centers were contacted 

and 12 preschools and child care centers agreed to participate in the study. After sites agreed to 

participate, surveys were delivered to sites at least once but up to three times, when permitted. A 

total of 700 surveys were delivered to the sites; therefore, the response rate of participants was 

11%. Paper surveys were delivered to parents by school staff with an enclosed link to take the 

survey online, if preferred. Participants were entered in a raffle to win one of three Target gift 

cards worth $25. All participants were asked the question, “Are you the primary caregiver of a 

preschool age child?” at the start of the survey to allow exclusion of ineligible respondents. 

Demographic information was the first series of questions in the survey followed by a measure 

of parents’ emotion regulation abilities, a measure of parents’ socialization of emotion regulation 

in their children, and a measure of global stress.  
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Mechanical Turk. Participants were also recruited from Amazon Mechanical Turk, an 

online forum which hires workers to complete tasks remotely. The survey was posted on 

Amazon Mechanical Turk three times for one to two weeks. Amazon Mechanical Turk has been 

used to recruit specific samples such as adults with asthma (Harber & Leroy, 2015) and cocaine 

users (Strickland, Reynolds, & Stroops, 2016) with the aid of filtering questions--a method I 

used, as well. In order to ensure that participants were parents of preschool age children, 

participants were asked a set of filtering questions in addition to the initial inquiry about whether 

the parent was the parent of a preschool-age child. Specifically, in the first portion of the survey 

(i.e., demographics) participants were asked to report the age their youngest preschool age child 

grew his or her first tooth and the age their youngest preschool age child began walking. Parents 

of preschool age children would likely have an approximate idea of when their child reached 

these life milestones. Asking Mechanical Turk participants these questions and cross-referencing 

them with typical child development timelines allowed for another check of sample validity. 

Only participants in the U.S. and Canada were permitted to take the survey. Participants were 

paid 25 cents for their participation in the survey (a value within range of many other Mechanical 

Turk surveys). Although there is no way to prevent individuals from completing the survey more 

than once, the low incentive likely provided little motivation to complete the survey multiple 

times. The Mechanical Turk link directed participants to an online Qualtrics survey identical to 

the local survey, with the exception of the extra filtering questions (i.e., the questions mentioned 

above related to the age of their youngest preschool age child when he/she grew his/her first 

tooth and when he/she began walking), which were included in the demographic section of the 

survey.  
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Participants  
 

Local. Data collection yielded a sample size of 77; however, 3 participants neglected to 

sign their consent forms, reducing the sample size to 74. One case was dropped from analysis 

due to the child’s age being outside of the targeted age range (i.e., 36 months-71 months). Six 

more cases were dropped for excessive missing data (i.e., more than 80% of their data missing) 

bringing the sample down to 68. One case was dropped due to missing all items in one of the 

predictor measures. Two more cases were identified as missing necessary data about 

socioeconomic status; however, they were retained for analyses that did not include 

socioeconomic status resulting in a sample size ranging from 65 to 67.  

Participant ages ranged from 23 years to 47 years old with a mean of 34 years old. Child 

ages ranged from 34 months to 63 months with a mean of 50 months. The majority of 

respondents were female (86%); however, child gender was more evenly distributed (Males 

N=35, Females N=32). The participants were predominately white (85.1%), followed by 

Black/African American (9.0%), Latino/Hispanic/Spanish (3.0%), and Asian/Pacific Islander 

(1.5%) with 1.5% missing race/ethnicity responses. The children in the local sample were 

predominately white (82.1%), followed by Black/African American (7.5%), other (3%), 

Latino/Hispanic/Spanish (1.5%) and Asian/Pacific Islander (1.5%) with 4.5% missing 

race/ethnicity information. In terms of highest education reached, about 32.8% of participants 

obtained a Bachelor’s degree, followed by MA/MS Degree (19.4%), AA/AS degree (11.9%), 

postgraduate degree (11.9%), some college (9%), high school diploma (7.5%), vocational 

training (6%), and GED (1.5%). Income levels ranged from $1,000 a month to higher than 

$10,000 a month. Forty-eight percent of participants earned between $500 and $5,000 a month, 

with 18.5% of participants earning between $4,000- $5,000 a month. Similarly, 18.5% of 
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participants earned over $10,000 a month and 11% of participants earned between $7,100-

$8,000. 

 

Mechanical Turk. To increase the likelihood of a valid sample from Amazon 

Mechanical Turk, these respondents answered questions about when their (i.e., the parents’) 

youngest preschool age child began walking and when their youngest preschool age child grew 

his or her first tooth. I allowed for a two-month deviation from the reported average 

developmental timeline to account for exceptional cases. According to the Center for Disease 

Control, babies should be walking by one year of age (2016); however, the BabyCenter Medical 

Advisory Board (2016) suggest that babies may walk as early as 8 months or as late as 18 

months. To allow for variability within the sample and diverse interpretations of  “walking,” 

Mechanical Turk participants were included if they reported that their child first walked any time 

between seven and twenty months. The American Academy of Pediatrics (2009) report that 

babies grow their first teeth between 4 and 15 months and recommend a child is examined if 

teeth have not erupted by 18 months. Mechanical Turk users were included if they reported their 

child grew his or her first tooth between three and 18 months of age.  

The Mechanical Turk sample initially consisted of 281 respondents, but was lowered to 

148 after cross-referencing the validation questions (i.e., child age when he or she grew his or 

her first tooth and when he or she started walking) responses with acceptable responses. 

Additionally, 23 cases were excluded for excessive missing data (i.e., more than 80% of their 

data missing) resulting in a sample size of 125. Participant ages ranged from 21 to 47 with a 

mean of 32 years old. Child ages ranged from 35 months to 69 months with a mean of 50 

months. One hundred percent of participant and child gender matched (N male=25, N 

Female=100) indicating some Mechanical Turk users misunderstood the question and either 
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wrote their own (i.e., the parents’) gender twice or their child’s gender twice. The Mechanical 

Turk participants were predominately white (76.8%), followed by Black/African American 

(10.4%), Latino/Hispanic/Spanish (8.8%), Asian/Pacific Islander (3.2%), and other (.8%). The 

children were predominately white (68.8%), followed by Black/African American (9.6%), 

Latino/Hispanic/Spanish (12.8%), Asian/Pacific Islander (3.2%), other (5.6%), and Native 

American (.8%). In terms of highest education level reached, 32% of participants reported 

attending some college, followed by Bachelor’s degree (28.8%), MA/MS Degree (15.2%), 

AA/AS degree (11.2%), high school diploma (8.8%), GED (1.6%) and vocational training 

(1.6%). Income ranges from $500 a month to higher than $10,000 a month with 20% of 

participants earning between $4,000 and $5,000 a month. Fifty-six percent of participants earn 

between $500 and $3,000 a month. 

 

Full sample. The full sample consisted of 192 participants after the above changes were 

made. Participants were mostly female (82.3%) and children were mostly female (68.8%). 

Participant ages ranged from 21 to 47 with a mean of 33. Child ages ranged from 34 months to 

69 months with a mean of 50 months. Participants were predominately white (79.7%), followed 

by Black/African American (9.9%), Latino/Hispanic/Spanish (6.8%), Asian/Pacific Islander 

(2.6%), and other (.5%). Child race was predominately white (73.4%), followed by 

Black/African American (8.9%), Latino/Hispanic/Spanish (8.9%), Asian/Pacific Islander (2.1%), 

Native American (.5%), and other (4.7%). In terms of highest education achieved, 30.2% of 

participants obtained their BA/BS Degree, followed by some college (24%), MA/MS Degree 

(16.7%), AA/AS Degree (11.3%), High school diploma (8.3%), Doctoral/Post Graduate degree 

(4.2%), vocational training (3.1%), GED (1.6%), and some high school (.5%). In terms of 

monthly income, 19.3% of participants earned between $4,000-$5,000 a month, followed by 



 

31 
 

$3,000 (11.5%), $2,000 (7.8%), $5,100-$6,000 (7.8%), higher than $10,000 (7.8%),  $1,750 

(7.3%), $2,500 (6.3%), $7,100-$8,00 (6.3%), $6,100-$7,000 (5. 7%), $1,500 (4.2%), $8,100-

$9,000 (4.2%), $500 (2.6%), $750 (2.6%), $1,000 (2.1%), $1,250 (2.1%), and  $9,100-$10,000 

(1.6%). Additionally, participants were examined for whether or not they worked from home, 

mostly for the purposes of comparing samples, but also with the consideration that work 

environment may play a role in any SES-related associations. Twenty-eight percent of 

participants indicate working from home by writing in, “home maker” or “work from home” for 

their occupation. In the local sample, 3% reported working from home compared to 40% in the 

Mechanical Turk sample who reported working from home.  

 

Instruments 

 

 Socioeconomic status. Initially, socioeconomic status (SES) was intended to be 

measured using the prestige scale (a measure of occupational prestige), participant education, 

and participant income. The prestige scale contains six scales including, “Service Occupation,” 

“Farming, Forest, or Fishing Occupation,” and “Managerial or Professional Specialty Education 

(Nakoa & Treas, 1994). Participants were asked for their monthly income and given a range of 

options varying from $500 a month to over $10,000 a month. This income question was on a 10-

point scale with a higher score indicating a higher income. Participants reported their highest 

education with options ranging from 8th grade or less to Doctoral/Postgraduate Degree.  This 

measure was on a 16-point scale with a higher score indicating a higher level of education.  

Composite formation. The prestige scale question was intended to be compared to the 

occupation write-in question to be certain participants selected the correct category. Participants 

in the Mechanical Turk sample all responded to the prestige scale question by selecting the 

occupation category that they believed their profession best corresponded with.  However, six 
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participants in the local sample failed to indicate what prestige level their occupation fell under. 

Additionally, participants recruited locally and via Mechanical Turk both reported their 

occupations in vague terms, making it difficult to determine whether the participant selected the 

appropriate prestige level (e.g., “machinist,” “nonprofit,” “At Home Agent,” “IT/CS,” etc.). For 

the sake of parsimony and case inclusion occupation was not added to education and income to 

calculate SES. Additionally, data was coded for participants who indicated working at home as 

homemakers, freelance workers, or self-employed workers. This was done to further examine 

potential differences between participants recruited locally and those recruited via Mechanical 

Turk. 

A meta-analysis conducted by Sirin (2005), indicated that education and income have 

been primary measures with which to calculate socioeconomic status (Dubow & Ippolito, 1994; 

Riccuiti, 1999). In the present study, participants had the option of entering their monthly income 

or their annual income. Most participants responded with monthly income, so this measure was 

used in place of annual income for analyses. According to Laerd Statsics (2016), creating z-

scores standardizes scores from different scales so they can be appropriately compared. In this 

study, income and education scores were standardized into z-scores to sum them and create an 

SES composite. This method was used to ensure each variable provided each equal weight in the 

SES composite. 

 Stress. Stress was measured using the 10- Item Perceived Stress Scale. The Perceived 

Stress Scale (PSS-10) is a well-validated, widely used measure utilizing a 0-4 Likert scale with 0 

representing, “Never” and 4 representing, “Very often” (Cohen, Kamarck, & Mermelstein, 

1983). Previous researchers have reported Cronbach’s alpha .89 for this scale (Roberti, 

Harrington, & Storch, 2006). Additionally, convergent validity has been supported in a non-
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clinical sample of college adults (Roberti et al., 2006). In the present study, Cronbach’s alpha for 

the 10-item scale was .87. Participants were asked questions including “In the past month, how 

often have you been angry because of things that happened that were outside of your control?” 

(Cohen, Kamarck, & Mermelstein, 1983, p. 395). The value of scores can range from 0-40; 

however the 0-4 Likert scale was converted to a 1-7 Likert scale, resulting in a minimum score of 

10 and maximum score of 70, with a higher score representing higher stress level. This 

conversion was completed because the Qualtrics (i.e., online) version of the survey automatically 

provided a 1-7 Likert scale and most participants completed the survey online using this scale.  

 

Emotion regulation. Emotion regulation was measured using the revised 9-item 

Emotion Regulation Questionnaire (ERQ-9) (Gross & John, 2003; Saapen, Waters, Brummer, 

Stopa, & Bucks. 2014). The ERQ-9 asks participants to answer questions including, “I control 

my emotions by changing the way I think about the situation I’m in,” and, “I control my 

emotions by not expressing them,” (Saapen et al., 2014, p. 54) to identify cognitive appraisal and 

emotional suppression. Participants answered with a 7-item Likert scale with 1 representing, 

“Strongly disagree,” 4 representing, “neutral,” and 7 representing, “Strongly agree.” Saapen et al. 

(2014) validated the factor structure of the ERQ-9 as measuring cognitive appraisal and 

emotional suppression. Cronbach’s alphas in their two sample groups (i.e., adults in Australia 

and the United Kingdom) for cognitive appraisal were .76 and .80 and for emotional suppression 

were .78 and .74. In the present study, Cronbach’s alpha for the cognitive reappraisal subscale 

was .53 and Cronbach’s alpha for the expressive suppression subscale was .63. 

  

Emotion-related socialization behaviors. ERSBs were assessed using the Coping with 

Children’s Negative Emotions Scale (CCNES) from Fabes, Eisenberg, and Bernzweig (1990). 
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This is a 12-item measure using hypothetical scenarios, multiple hypothetical responses, and a 

Likert-type scale. The CCNES scale consists of six subscales: (1) distress reactions, (2) punitive 

reactions, (3) expressive encouragement, (4) emotion focused reactions, (5) problem focused 

reactions, and (6) minimization reactions. Each subscale was represented in every hypothetical 

scenario resulting in 12 items per subscale.  When completing this measure, participants are 

presented with 12 hypothetical situations in which their child is experiencing distress. Six 

statements representing the aforementioned subscales are presented and participants are asked to 

rate how likely they are to respond in each of the ways described. For instance, one scenario is, 

“If my child is panicky and can’t go to sleep after watching a scary TV show, I would:” followed 

by six ways a parent could respond. One parent response provided is, “encourage my child to 

talk about what scared him/her,” and another is, “get upset with him/her for being silly,” (Fabes 

et al., 1990, p. 4) followed by four others. Participants responded on a scale from 1-7 with the 

lowest value representing “Very unlikely” and the highest representing “Very likely” how likely 

he or she (i.e., the participant) is to respond in each of the six ways presented. For the purposes 

of this study and in accordance with Nelson et al. (2009) and Shaffer et al. (2011) these scales 

were separated into two subsets. Supportive ERSBs were computed by combining expressive 

encouragement, emotion focused reaction, and problem focused reactions and unsupportive 

ERSBs were computed by combining distress reactions, punitive reactions, and minimization 

reactions. 

 The CCNES has been shown to have construct validity in its correlations with other, 

similar scales such as the Parental Control Scale, the Parental Anger scale, the Interpersonal 

Reactivity Index, and the Parent Attitude Toward Children’s Expressiveness Scale (Fabes, Pulub, 

Eisenberg, & Madden-Derditch, 2002). Test-retest reliability showed significant correlations 
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between test taking times (Fabes et al., 2002). Previous researchers report Cronbach’s alpha 

estimates from .69 to .85 depending on the subscale. In the current sample, Cronbach’s alpha for 

the six subscales (i.e., minimization reaction, punitive reaction, parental distress, expressive 

encouragement, emotion-focused reaction, and problem-focused reaction) ranged from .65 to 

.82. Cronbach’s alpha for the supportive ERSB subscale (created by combining expressive 

encouragement, emotion-focused reaction, and problem-focused reaction) was .82. Cronbach’s 

alpha for the unsupportive ERSB subscale (created by combining minimization reaction, punitive 

reaction, and parental distress) was .81. See Appendix A for the full survey and Appendix B for 

the modified Amazon Mechanical Turk Demographics section. 
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CHAPTER 4 

 
RESULTS 

 

 

Preliminary Analyses 

 

Testing data for missingness at random in SPSS revealed a nonsignificant Little’s test, 

X2(945) =991.02, p=.145 indicating the data was missing at random. The Expectation 

Maximization algorithm (EM) was used on the full sample (192) to combat missingness and 

utilize data from the largest possible sample size for this procedure. EM is an iterative method 

that uses the entire data set to calculate and impute the most probable response for missing items 

based on the pattern of responses from all cases (Grahm, 2009; Soley-Bori, 2013). Data must be 

missing at random to use this statistical technique (Soley-Bori, 2013).  Descriptive statistics are 

presented in Table 1, and correlations among study variables can be found in Table 2. 

 
 

Table 1 

Descriptive Statistics for All Variables in the Full Sample 

 
Full Sample 

N=192 

 M SD 

SES (N=190) .0007 1.68 

Stress 34.06 10.79 

Cognitive Reappraisal 25.92 5.50 

Expressive Suppression 13.72 5.15 

Supportive ERSBs 5.56 0.70 

Unsupportive ERSBs 2.65 0.69 

Note. SES = socioeconomic status. ERSB = emotion-related 
socialization behaviors. 
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Table 2 

Correlation Coefficients Among All Variables in the Full Sample 

  SES Stress 
Cognitive 

Reappraisal 
Expressive 
Suppression 

Supportive 
ERSBs 

Unsupportive 
ERSBs 

SES - -0.14 -0.01 -0.15* -0.24** -0.04 

Stress - - -0.23** 0.01 -0.14* 0.21** 

Cognitive 
Reappraisal 

- - - 0.06 0.28** -0.12 

Expressive 
- - - - 0.03 0.18* 

Suppression 

Supportive 
ERSBs 

- - - - - -0.44** 

Unsupportive 
ERSBs 

- - - - - - 

Note. SES = socioeconomic status. ERSB = emotion-related socialization behaviors. 

 *p<.05. **p<.01. 

 
 
Initial data exploration revealed that some variables were skewed, failing to meet 

assumptions for multiple regression. Analyses were performed with and without transformed 

variables. Associations did not differ between analyses utilizing transformed and raw data. The 

results using raw data are presented for the sake of parsimony and for ease of interpretation. The 

following analyses examined the associations between predictor variables (i.e., SES, stress, 

cognitive reappraisal, and expressive suppression) and the outcome variables of both types of 

emotion-related socialization behaviors (i.e., supportive ERSBs and unsupportive ERSBs). 
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Primary Analyses 

 

Supportive behaviors. The following analyses examined the association between 

predictor variables and parent use of supportive ERSBs in the full sample. These analyses 

investigated whether participants’ SES, stress, and emotion regulation each have unique, 

predictive associations with participants use of supportive emotion-related socialization 

behaviors. Results for the following analyses are presented in Table 3. 

 

Full sample: Supportive behaviors. This model was a good fit to the data, F (4,185) 

=8.10, p<.001 and explained 15% of the variance in use of supportive emotion-related 

socialization behaviors. Participant SES was a significant predictor (β=-.25, p<.001) indicating 

that as participant SES increased participant use of supportive ERSBs decreased. Additionally, 

participant cognitive reappraisal use was a significant predictor in this model (β=.26, p<.001) 

indicating that as participant cognitive reappraisal use increased, so did use of participant 

supportive ERSBs. Participant stress (β= -.12, p=.10), and participant expressive suppression use 

(β=-.02, p=.81) were not significant predictors. In accordance with suggestions from Selya et al. 

(2012) the effect sizes were calculated for significant predictors. The effect size for participant 

SES was a small to medium effect size, 2=.10 and the effect size calculated for cognitive 

reappraisal use was a small effect size, 2=.08. 

When nonsignificant predictors were dropped (i.e., stress, and expressive suppression) 

the model explained 14% of the variance in supportive ERSB use and was a good fit to the data, 

F (2,187) =14.67, p<.001. Participant SES (β=-.23, p=.001) and participant cognitive reappraisal 

(β=.28, p<.001) remained significant predictors. This model indicated that as participant SES 

increased, participant use of supportive ERSBs decreased and that as participant cognitive 

reappraisal use increased so did participant use of supportive ERSBs. 
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Unsupportive behaviors. The following analyses examined the association between 

predictor variables and parent use of unsupportive ERSBs in the full sample. These analyses 

investigated whether participant SES, participant stress, and participant emotion regulation each 

have a unique, predictive association with participants’ unsupportive ERSB use.  

 
Full sample: Unsupportive behaviors. This model fit the data well, F (4, 185) =4.13, 

p=.003, and explained 8% of the variance in participants’ use of unsupportive emotion-related 

socialization behaviors. Participant stress (β=.19, p=.01) and participant expressive suppression 

(β=.17, p=.02) were significant predictors in the model. This indicated that the more stress 

parents experienced and the more expressive suppression parents utilized, the more likely they 

were to use unsupportive ERSBs. SES (β=.09, p=.22) and cognitive reappraisal (β=-.08, p=.27) 

were not significant predictors in the model. When nonsignificant predictors were dropped from 

the model (i.e., SES and cognitive reappraisal) the model explained 7% of the variance in 

unsupportive ERSB use and was a good fit to the data, F (2,189) =7.08, p=.001. Participant stress 

(β=.19, p=.01) and participant expressive suppression (β=.16, p=.03) remained significant 

predictors. Again, in accordance with the suggestion by Selya et al. (2012) effect sizes were 

calculated for each independent predictor. The independent effect size for expressive suppression 

was a small to medium effect size, 2=.05 and the independent effect size for stress was small, 

2=.03. 

The finding that the composite SES variable was not a significant predictor prompted 

further analyses examining the components of the SES composite (i.e., education and income) 

separately. To this end, participant income, participant education, participant stress, participant 

cognitive reappraisal, and participant expressive suppression were regressed onto participant use 
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of unsupportive ERSBs. This model was a good fit to the data F (5,184)=3.34 p=.007. Education 

(β= .02 p=.81), income (β= .09 p=.27), cognitive reappraisal (β= -08, p=.25), and expressive 

suppression (β=.17, p=.02) remained nonsignificant predictors of supportive ERSBs. Stress (β= 

.19, p=.01) remained a significant predictor of unsupportive ERSBs. See Table 3 for the 

coefficients and standard errors of the full sample analyses. 

 
 

Table 3 

Coefficients and Standard Errors for Full Sample Models with All Predictors 

Variable 

Full 
Supportive 

ERSBS 
N=190 

Full 
Unsupportive 

ERSBS 
N=190 

 β B SE B β B SE B 

SES -0.25** -0.10** 0.03 -0.09 -0.04 0.03 

Stress -0.12 -0.01 0.01 0.19* 0.01* 0.01 

CR 0.27** 0.03** 0.01 -0.08 -0.01 0.01 

ES -0.02 -0.00 0.00 0.17* 0.02* 0.01 

Note. SES = socioeconomic status. CR = cognitive reappraisal. ES = expressive suppression. 

ERSB = emotion-related socialization behaviors. N is190 due to inclusion of SES in the above 

models. 

*p<.05. **p<.001 

 
 
Exploratory Analyses: Interaction Effects 

 

Supportive behaviors. This model added the interaction terms of stress with expressive 

suppression, stress with cognitive reappraisal, and stress with SES to the model with the 

previously included predictors to examine the associations between these interaction terms and 
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supportive ERSB use. In other words, this model included SES, stress, cognitive reappraisal, and 

expressive suppression along with the interaction terms. This model explained 17% of the 

variance in supportive ERSBs and was a good fit to the data F (7,182) =5.30 p<.001. Analysis 

revealed SES (β=-.23, p=.002), stress (β= -.14, p=.05), cognitive reappraisal (β=.26, p<.001) and 

the interaction term of stress and cognitive reappraisal (β=-.18, p=.01) were significant 

predictors. Expressive suppression (β=-.04, p=.52), the interaction term of SES and stress (β=-

.05, p=.50), the interaction of stress and expressive suppression (β=.04, p=.54) were not 

significant predictors in the model. The finding that the interaction term of stress and cognitive 

reappraisal was a significant predictor suggested that as stress increased, cognitive reappraisal 

use decreased. In other words, stress moderated the association between cognitive reappraisal 

and use of supportive ERSBs such that high stress weakened the association between cognitive 

reappraisal use and use of supportive ERSBs.   

To allow for graphical representation and to gain the most comprehensive understanding 

of the interaction term, stress was recoded into three values; low, medium, and high. Stress was 

coded into three levels as opposed to two (e.g., high and low) to gain an understanding of the 

association of “average” (i.e., medium stress) stress with ERSB use as well as to examine 

association with more extreme levels of stress (i.e., low and high stress). Medium stress 

consisted of all values within one standard deviation below and above the mean, low stress 

consisted of the lowest value up to one standard deviation below the mean, and high stress 

consisted of all values greater than one standard deviation above the mean. As shown by Figure 

3, associations varied depending on stress level. 
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Figure 3. Associations between cognitive reappraisal and supportive ERSB use by stress level. 
 
 

Unsupportive behaviors. This model added the interaction of stress with expressive 

suppression, stress with cognitive reappraisal, and stress with SES to the previously utilized 

predictors to examine the associations between these interaction effects and unsupportive 

ERSBs. This model explained 12% of the variance in unsupportive ERSBs and was a good fit to 

the data F (7,182)= 3.4, p=.002. Analysis revealed stress was a significant predictor (β= .19, 

p=.01) as well as expressive suppression (β=.17, p=.02), and the interaction term of stress and 

cognitive reappraisal (β=.18, p=.01). SES (β=.10, p=.18), cognitive reappraisal (β= -.09, p=.23), 

the interaction term of stress and SES (β=-.03, p=.69), and the interaction term of stress and 

expressive suppression (β= -.05, p=.49) were not significant predictors in the model. The same 

process of graphical representation was used and is shown in Figure 4. Findings, again, varied 

depending on stress levels. 
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Figure 4. Associations between cognitive reappraisal and unsupportive ERSB use by stress level. 
 
 
Additional Analyses  

 

Sample comparisons. The two samples from whom data were collected were compared 

to further investigate the validity of responses from the online Amazon Mechanical Turk sample. 

The means, standard deviations, and distribution of each variable were similar in both samples 

(see Table 4). Independent samples t-tests examining the predictor variables (i.e., SES, stress, 

cognitive reappraisal, and expressive suppression) and the outcome variables of emotion-related 

socialization behaviors (i.e., supportive and unsupportive ERSBs) revealed significant 

differences between samples only for SES, t(188) =4.6, p<.001.This significant difference may 

be beneficial as it indicates that there is diversity in SES within the combined full sample.  

Samples were analyzed for likelihood of working at home as opposed to working outside 

the home. Forty percent of the Mechanical Turk respondents reported working from home or 

being unemployed. Three percent of the local sample reported working from home or being 

unemployed. This suggests that the local sample were more likely to work out of the house. 
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Furthermore, a chi-square indicated a significant difference between samples in terms of whether 

participants stayed at home or left the house to work X2(1)=29.77, p<.001. Samples were similar 

in terms of means and standard deviations (see Table 4); however, of note, the correlations 

among variables differed slightly across groups (see Table 5). This could be due, in part, to the 

smaller local sample size.  

 
 

Table 4 

Descriptive Statistics for All Variables in Both Samples 

 
Local 
N=67 

Mechanical 
Turk 

N=125 

Full Sample 

N=192 

 
M SD M SD M SD 

SES (N=65) 0.74 1.74 -0.38 1.5 .0007 1.68 

Stress 32.63    10.46 34.82 10.92 34.06 10.79 

Cognitive 
Reappraisal 

25.40 5.11 26.21 5.70 25.92 5.50 

Expressive 
Suppression 

12.79 4.38 14.22 5.47 13.72 5.15 

Supportive 
ERSBs 

5.46 0.62 5.61 0.73 5.56 0.70 

Unsupportive 
ERSBs 2.57 0.57 2.68 0.74 2.65 0.69 

Note. ERSBs = emotion-related socialization behaviors. SES = socioeconomic 

status. N for SES is 65 due to missing data. 
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Table 5 

Correlations Coefficients Among All Variables in Both Samples 

 SES Stress 
Cognitive 

Reappraisal 
Expressive 
Suppression 

Supportive 
ERSBs 

Unsupportive 
ERSBs 

SES - 
- -0.13 

 
0.09 

 
-0.14 

 
-0.15 

 
-0.20 

 

Stress 
-0.10 

 
- 

-0.37** 
 

0.10 
-0.06 

 
0.00 

 

Cognitive 
Reappraisal 

-0.03 -0.18* - 
-0.06 

. 
0.17 

 
0.03 

 

Expressive 
Suppression 

-0.10 

 
0.08 0.09 - 

-0.14 
 

0.35** 

 

Supportive 
ERSBs 

-  -0.25** 

 
-0.19* 

 
0.32** 0.07 - 

-0.15 
 

Unsupportive 
ERSBs 

 
0.11 

 
0.29** -0.18* 0.11 -0.54** - 

Note. Correlations between variables in the Local Data are above the diagonal. Correlations between 

variables in the Mechanical Turk sample are below the diagonal. SES = socioeconomic status. ERSB 

= emotion-related socialization behaviors. 

*p<.05. **p<.01
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 Supportive behaviors. Analyses revealed that no variables were significant predictors of 

participant supportive ERSBs in the local sample. Participant SES and participant cognitive 

reappraisal use were significant predictors in the Mechanical Turk sample. See Table 6 for 

results of separate analyses.  

 
Unsupportive behaviors. Analyses revealed that participant expressive suppression was the 

only significant predictor of participant use of unsupportive ERSBs in the local sample. 

Participant stress was the only significant predictor of participant use of unsupportive ERSBs in 

the Mechanical Turk sample. See Table 6 for the coefficients and standard errors of the local and 

Mechanical Turk samples. 

 

Post-hoc power analysis. The initial power analysis did not appropriately estimate the 

number of predictors, as emotion regulation was measured in two distinct parts and not 

combined into one variable. However, a post-hoc power analysis taking into consideration the 

final sample size (N=190) to calculate the level of power achieved in the above analyses 

indicated that with an effect size of .16 and 𝛼 at .05, the current study achieved a power rounding 

up to 1. Specifically, the current study achieved a power of .9977667, for a multiple regression 

analysis with four predictors (See Figure 5).  

 

Figure 5. Post-hoc power analysis.

2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20 22 24 26 28 30 32 34 36

0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

critical F = 3.0479

αβ



 

47 
 

Table 6 

 Coefficients and Standard Errors for Separate Sample Models with All Predictors 

Variable 

Local 
Supportive 

ERSBS 

N=65 

Local 
Unsupportive 

ERSBS 

N=65 

Turk 

Supportive 

ERSBS 

N=125 

Turk 

Unsupportive 

ERSBS 

N=125 

 
β B 

SE 

 B 
β B 

SE 

 B 
β B 

SE  
B 

β B 
SE 

 B 

SES  -0.19 -0.07 0.05  0.02  0.04 0.04 -0.26* -0.12* 0.04   0.15  0.07 0.04 

Stress -0.01 -0.00 0.01 -0.02 -0.00 0.01   -0.17* -0.01* 0.01 0.27* 0.02* 0.01 

CR 0.18  0.02 0.02  0.05 0.01 0.01  0.28* 0.04* 0.01 -0.14  -0.02 0.01 

ES  -0.18  -0.03 0.02  0.34* 0.04* 0.02  0.03 0.00 0.01 0.11 0.02 0.01 

Note. SES = socioeconomic status. CR = cognitive reappraisal. ES = expressive suppression. ERSB = emotion-related 

socialization behaviors. N=65 in the local sample due to inclusion of SES in the above analyses. 

*p<.05. ** p< .001
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CHAPTER 5 

 

DISCUSSION 
 

 
Main Analyses 

 

This study examined how one of the peripheral components of the Tripartite Model (i.e., 

parent characteristics) iss associated with one of the central components of the Tripartite Model 

(i.e., parenting practices). After a general review of the hypotheses and findings, I examine and 

interpret each finding for the full and, where appropriate, separate samples. I hypothesized that 

socioeconomic status, stress, cognitive reappraisal, and expressive suppression would uniquely 

predict parents’ use of supportive and unsupportive emotion-related socialization behaviors 

(ERSBs). Although some of these hypotheses were unsupported, all findings provide an 

important contribution to the literature. Cognitive reappraisal was positively associated with 

parent use of supportive ERSBs. This suggests that parents who use beneficial emotion 

regulation skills are more likely to socialize their children to do the same. In contrast to what I 

hypothesized and what the limited literature suggested (Ellis et al., 2014; Shaffer et al., 2014), 

SES was negatively associated with use of supportive ERSBs. This indicates that parents of a 

higher SES are less likely to utilize supportive ERSBs. Stress was positively associated with use 

of unsupportive ERSBs. This suggests that high stress parents are more likely to use 

unsupportive ERSBs. Finally, expressive suppression was positively associated with parent use 

of unsupportive ERSBs. This suggests that parents who use unhelpful emotion regulation 

strategies are more likely to socialize their children to use unhelpful emotion regulation 

strategies. 
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Exploratory analyses revealed the interaction effect of stress and cognitive reappraisal as 

a significant predictor of supportive ERSB use. These results indicate that stress moderated the 

association between cognitive reappraisal and use of supportive ERSBs such that as a parent 

experienced higher stress, the association between cognitive reappraisal and use of supportive 

ERSBs weakened. Similarly, the interaction effect of stress and cognitive reappraisal was a 

significant predictor of unsupportive ERSB use in this study. This suggests that as parent stress 

increased, the association between cognitive reappraisal and parent use of unsupportive ERSBs 

was strengthened. The implications and interpretations of these results are explored and 

contextualized into the current state of the literature below. First, findings related to emotion 

regulation, SES, and stress are discussed followed by an elaboration on the exploratory analyses 

overviewed above. 

 

Supportive Behaviors 

 

Emotion regulation is an understudied parent characteristic in terms of its association 

with parenting behaviors and was found to significantly predict parent use of ERSBs. The two 

aspects of emotion regulation (i.e., cognitive reappraisal and expressive suppression) as practiced 

by the participating parents were examined in this study. Cognitive reappraisal was a significant 

predictor of supportive ERSB use. Supportive ERSBs are theorized to help socialize children to 

engage in helpful emotion regulation behaviors and respond better to negative emotions. These 

findings indicate that a parent’s ability to emotionally regulate in a proactive way (i.e., 

cognitively reappraise a situation to change one’s negative feelings vs. suppressing the negative 

feelings) is associated with that parent socializing his or her child to respond in a proactive way 

to the child’s negative emotions. This finding is consistent with the correlations reported by 

Gunzenenhauser et al. (2014). Observations (as defined in the Tripartite Model) were not 
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measured in the current study, but it may be the case that parents who use better emotion 

regulation skills also model these skills for their children, which would further support the 

associations proposed by the Tripartite Model. 

Earlier studies examining parent ERSB use and SES failed to separate SES from other 

variables and found conflicting results (Ellis et al., 2014; Shaffer et al., 2014). As expected, 

stress and SES were negatively correlated in this sample (r=-.14). In other words, parents of a 

higher SES experienced less stress; however, this correlation is not significant.  Separating stress 

from SES revealed an unexpected association. The results presented in this study suggested that 

SES was uniquely and negatively associated supportive ERSB use, but not unsupportive ERSB 

use. In other words, parents of high SES are less likely to use supportive ERSBs, but not more 

likely to use unsupportive ERSBs. This finding is contrary to my hypothesis and a previous 

finding (Ellis et al., 2014). It may be useful to view this finding in terms of role salience. Role 

salience is the emphasis that an individual places on particular roles they fill (e.g., parent, lawyer, 

wife, etc.) and increased role-strain from lack of identity and life congruence can cause stress 

(Noor, 2004). It may be the case that primary caregivers of a higher SES feel more pressure to 

succeed in their careers and experience greater difficulty integrating their parenting self with 

their career self (Nomaguchi & Brown, 2011). Parents of a lower SES may derive less identity 

from their career and, therefore, put more effort into their parenting self to cultivate their most 

salient role (i.e., the role of a parent). That is to say, a higher SES may indicate a more 

demanding career and result in greater work-parent identity incongruence. Role incongruence 

could result in worse parenting or poorer understanding of one’s own parenting behaviors.  

Building off of role salience, Gaunt and Scott (2014) found that parents who work more 

and have a stronger sense of career identity invest less time in childcare. In the present study, 
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parents of a higher SES used less supportive ERSBs, but not more unsupportive ERSBs. Keeping 

this is mind; it may be the case that, similar to Gaunt and Scott’s (2014) findings, these parents 

invest less time in childcare and, therefore, experience fewer opportunities to engage in 

supportive ERSBs. Another possibility is that parents of a higher SES experience more work 

interference in their home life, limiting their cognitive resources to parent to the best of their 

ability (Schieman, Milkie, & Glavin, 2009). Parents of a higher SES may require more cognitive 

resources at a more demanding job, resulting in fatigue which could leave fewer cognitive 

resources for parenting and using supportive ERSBs. In the current sample, it was the case that 

parents who worked outside the home had a higher SES (M Work at home= -.56, M Work outside the 

home=.20) and that these groups were significantly different from one another in terms of SES, 

t(187)= -2.83, p<.01. This suggests that parents who work outside the home may experience the 

phenomena related to having a career hypothesized above (i.e., more salient career role, less 

accurate parent behavior reporting, less time invested in childcare, and/or more cognitive fatigue) 

and these issues may help explain the negative association between SES and supportive ERSB 

use. Given the finding of SES negatively predicting supportive ERSBs, more research is clearly 

needed to further explore and understand the relation between SES and use of ERSBs. 

 
Unsupportive Behaviors 

 

A variable often negatively correlated with SES (McLoyd, 1998), stress, was a significant 

predictor of parent use of ERSBs. Stress appeared to be associated with greater use of 

unsupportive ERSBs. The positive association between stress and unsupportive ERSBs is in 

accordance with previous findings (Ellis et al., 2014; Nelson et al., 2009; Shaffer et al., 2014). 

Considering that there are more robust findings for negative associations of child outcomes with 

unsupportive ERSBs than there are for positive associations of child outcomes for supportive 
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ERSBs, the finding that stress is associated with use of unsupportive ERSBs may be particularly 

relevant (Eisenberg et al., 1998). In other words, negative outcomes associated with unsupportive 

ERSBs are more prevalent in the literature, suggesting that understanding antecedents to these 

behaviors is especially meaningful for child outcomes.  

This study provided a unique and important perspective on stress by examining stress in a 

holistic manner rather than focusing exclusively on parenting stress. This study viewed the 

parent as an individual apart from his or her parenting role, with the consideration that many life 

events unrelated to parenting can result in stress. The current state of the literature includes some 

findings that identify no association between stress and parenting practices (Anthony et al., 2005; 

Chazan-Cohen et al., 2009), whereas others do identify an association between stress and 

parenting behaviors (Nelson et al., 2009; Shaffer et al., 2014). The studies that provide support 

for associations between stress and parent use of ERSB included a more holistic measure of 

stress. This study provides further support for the notion that a more holistic measure of stress is 

associated with parenting behaviors.  

In addition to the positive association of stress and unsupportive ERSB use, the results of 

this study indicated that parents who enacted less useful emotion regulation skills (i.e., 

expressive suppression) appeared more likely to socialize their children to also enact less useful 

emotion regulation skills via increased use of unsupportive ERSBs. This finding is consistent 

with the finding of Buckholdt et al. (2013) who reported that invalidation of a child’s emotion 

(i.e., an unsupportive ERSB) was associated with a parent’s own emotion dysregulation. Indeed, 

more research should be completed to better understand the associations between parent emotion 

regulation use and parent use of ERSBs. However, the finding that expressive suppression is 
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positively associated with unsupportive ERSB use is a valuable addition to the limited literature 

exploring association between parent emotion regulation use and parent use of ERSBs.  

Exploratory Analyses 

 

The current study went one-step further than prior studies by both examining multiple 

parental characteristics in combination as predictors of parent use of ERSBs and by exploring the 

possibility of moderation among variables. Specifically, this study examined the potential 

moderating effect of stress on the remaining predictor variables (i.e., SES, cognitive reappraisal, 

and expressive suppression). Findings from these analyses suggest that stress moderates the 

association between emotion regulation and parent use of ERSBs. Specifically, in exploratory 

analyses, this study revealed a significant interaction effect of stress and cognitive reappraisal on 

supportive ERSB use and on unsupportive ERSB use. Stress is the presumed moderator in these 

analyses. Whereas directionality cannot be tested, prior literature suggests that the presence of 

increased stress diminishes cognitive ability, thus potentially making it more difficult for the 

participant to engage in cognitive reappraisal (Kinner, Het, & Wolf, 2014; Raio, Orederu, 

Palazzola, Shurick, & Phelps, 2013). Results from this study support the hypothesis formed by 

prior researchers that stress might impede cognitive ability resulting in lower use of cognitive 

reappraisal (Kinner et al., 2014; Raio et al., 2013).  

 
Summary 

 

Collectively, the results of the present study contribute to a greater understanding of 

parent socialization and to the validation of the Tripartite Model. The finding that portions of the 

peripheral component (i.e., parent characteristics) of the Tripartite Model do predict use of parent 

behaviors further supports the theoretical model proposed by Morris et al. (2007). There is 

evidence that observation (Gunzenhauser et al., 2014), family climate (Eisenberg et al., 1991; 
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Cummings & Davies, 2001; Garner, 1995), and parent characteristics such as stress (Ellis et al., 

2014; Nelson et al., 2009; Shaffer et al., 2014), SES (Ellis et al., 2014; Shaffer et al., 2014), and 

emotion regulation (Adam et al., 2004; Buckholdt et al., 2013; Gudmunson & Leerkes, 2012) are 

associated with parent use of ERSBs. Moreover, there is evidence that parents’ use of ERSBs is 

associated with child outcomes (Buckholdt et al., 2013; Jones et al., 2002; Spinrad et al., 2004). 

The present findings support the notion that parents with certain characteristics (i.e., emotion 

regulation use, stress, and high SES) are more or less likely to use certain type of ERSBs. The 

novel finding related to SES also suggests other parent characteristics may also play a role in 

parent use of ERSBs. However, further research must be completed to examine how all aspects 

of this peripheral component (i.e., parent characteristics; e.g., mental health, reactivity, etc.) are 

associated with all main components of the Tripartite Model (i.e., observation, family climate, 

parenting practices, and child outcomes) as well as with the other peripheral component, child 

characteristics. 

 Emotion regulation is important for child development, as it is associated with self-

regulation, classroom productivity, higher scores in reading and math, better school adjustment, 

and a decrease in child behavior problems (Garner & Wajid, 2012; Graziano et al., 2007; 

Herndon et al., 2013; Howse et al., 2003; Leerkes et al., 2008; Trentacosta & Izard, 2007). As an 

important skill, it is imperative we understand factors that contribute and impede the 

development of this skill. The current study contributes to this literature by clarifying relevant 

variables and their relation to emotional regulation. However, this study leaves room for 

improvement.  
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Limitations 

 
This study provides a relevant contribution to a growing body of literature; however, the 

nature of the data, the sample size, and the demographics of the sample limit generalizability of 

findings. The data in this study is self-reported and subject to social desirability bias. The 

participants were informed of the confidentiality of their responses; however, they may have still 

responded with the knowledge that someone would be reviewing their answers. Observations of 

how parents engage with their children and utilize ERSBs would have been stronger than the 

self-report data provided. When looking at model fit, the model explaining the most variance in 

parent use of ERSBs explained only 19% of the variance, indicating there is at least 81% of the 

variance not explained by predictors in the above models. Therefore, there are likely more 

predictors to be discovered and included in future models.  

Another limitation involved the reliability of the emotion regulation cognitive reappraisal 

subscale. Although Saapen et al. (2014) reported Cronbach’s alpha in their samples to be.76 and 

.80, in the present study Cronbach’s alpha for the cognitive reappraisal subscale was .53. Saapen 

et al. (2014) reported that Cronbach’s alpha was higher for the 9-item ERQ than the 10-item 

ERQ, but it may be the case that this was an anomaly related to their findings. In other words, the 

issue of reliability may come from the exclusion of the item, “When I want to feel less negative 

emotion, I change the way I’m thinking about the situation” (Saapen et al., p. 49). This item 

loads onto the subscale with the lowest Cronbach’s alpha (i.e., the cognitive reappraisal 

subscale). This suggests that for the present sample this measure of emotion regulation was not 

as reliable enough. As such, it is important to interpret results related to cognitive reappraisal 

with some skepticism. Future studies could use multiple measures of emotion regulation to gauge 
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whether or not cognitive reappraisal has a significant, positive association with supportive ERSB 

use as it did in this study. 

Another limitation was that some findings differed slightly by sample. The Mechanical 

Turk sample was screened to ensure a valid sample; however, the potential for low-validity data 

responses (i.e., a respondent being a non-parent) remains. The small sample size of the local 

sample presents a further limitation of the study. The sample size was an issue that became 

relevant when the decision was made to keep the samples separate in some versions of the 

analyses. Obtaining a larger sample size would allow for more power for statistical analyses and 

possibly result in a finding of more significant predictors. The Mechanical Turk sample 

increased the full sample size and, although the two samples did not differ in means and standard 

deviations, associations between variables did differ slightly.  

 The sample in this study was predominately white, making it difficult to generalize 

findings to other races and ethnicities. Additionally, the sample was well educated. 

Approximately 76% of the local sample had received an AA/AS degree or higher. Similarly, 

over 85% of the respondents in the Mechanical Turk sample attended some college or a higher 

level of education. This makes it difficult to generalize results to a broader population. Indeed, 

the U.S. Census reports that 59% of adults in the U.S. have attended some college or received a 

higher education (Ryan & Bauman, 2016) indicating that this study’s sample is more highly 

educated than the general population. Keeping these limitations in mind, future directions are 

discussed below.  

 
Future Directions 

 
Future researchers should vary methods of data collection, comprehensively examine all 

components of the Tripartite Model, and engage in longitudinal data collection. Future 
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researchers should utilize observational data to examine how parents truly interact with their 

children, not just how they claim to interact. This will reduce the likelihood of social desirability 

bias influencing results. The current study provides useful insight on one component of the 

Tripartite Model; however, child observations of parents, family climate, child characteristics 

and child outcomes must be assessed to better understand the emotion-related socialization 

process. Future studies should examine the mental health of the parent, marital satisfaction, and 

parent reactivity to capture a better understanding of the peripheral components of the Tripartite 

Model. Additionally, future studies should examine how parent characteristics relate to the other 

main components of the Tripartite Model (i.e., observation and emotional climate of the family).  

Similarly, examining the reciprocal processes related to emotion regulation socialization 

between parent and child would provide a more comprehensive view of the socialization process. 

Children are not simply vessels of socialization; they interact with parents and influence parent 

responses. Child characteristics such as mental health, reactivity and emotion regulation should 

be examined as predictors of the main components of the Tripartite Model (i.e., parenting 

practices, observation, and emotional climate) to better grasp the reciprocal relation between 

parents and child socialization.  

Research examining how associations between parent characteristics and parenting 

practices change over time (i.e., from infancy to adulthood) could be useful in further 

understanding these associations. Investigating how parents themselves were socialized to handle 

their emotions during childhood could explain why parents then socialize their own children the 

way they do. In other words, a multi-generational, longitudinal perspective of emotion-related 

socialization behaviors may be useful in explaining differences between parents’ ERSB use. 

Undoubtedly, as research on how to best study, define, and capture emotion-regulation becomes 
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more refined and robust, research on socialization of emotion regulation will have the foundation 

to also become more robust. 

 An increase in the understanding of how parents can socialize effective emotion 

regulation skills has the potential to improve the life satisfaction, academic achievement, and the 

development of other cognitive skills for children (Côté & Gyurk, 2010; Garner & Wajid, 2012; 

Graziano et al., 2007; Herndon et al., 2013; Howse et al., 2003; Leerkes et al., 2008; Trentacosta 

& Izard, 2007). The more we understand how to help children develop useful emotion regulation 

skills, the better we can inform parents of effective practices and, with hope, the more likely 

parents will be to implement these practices. 
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APPENDIX A 

 

LOCAL SURVEY 

 

 
Instructions: Thank you for participating in this survey. First, we would like to get some basic 

information about you. Please fill out all information regarding your child about your youngest, 

preschool age child (3-5 years old).  

 

 

1. What is your child’s birthdate?  _____/_____/_____ 

 

2. Are you the primary caregiver of this child?  Yes  No 

 

 

3. How many sisters/brothers does your child have?  

4. What is your age? 

 

5. What is your gender?  Male   Female    Other 

 

6. What is your child’s gender?  Male  Female   Other 

 

7. What is your race (circle one)?   

White   Black/African American  Latino/Hispanic/Spanish 

Asian/ Pacific Islander  Native American 

Other (please specify): 
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8. What is your child’s race (circle one)?   

White   Black/African American  Latino/Hispanic/Spanish 

Asian/Pacific Islander  Native American 

Other (please specify): 

 

 
9. Do you live with your spouse or partner?   Yes  No 

 
10. Is your child enrolled in preschool or Head Start? Yes  No 

 
 
11. What is the highest level of education you completed? (circle one) 

8th grade or 

less 

Some high 

school  

GED High 

School 

Diploma 

Vocational Training 

Some 

College 

AA/AS Degree BA/BS 

Degree 

MA/MS 

Degree 

Doctoral/Postgraduate 

Degree 

 
12. If your spouse or partner lives with you in the home, what is the highest level of education 

he/she completed? (circle one) 

8th grade or 

less 

Some high 

school  

GED High 

School 

Diploma 

Vocational Training 

Some 

College 

AA/AS Degree BA/BS 

Degree 

MA/MS 

Degree 

Doctoral/Postgraduate 

Degree 

 
13. What is your current household income from all sources (ex. your income, your spouse or 

partner’s income, child support, Social Security, etc.)  

$_________ hourly rate   _______# of hours worked weekly      

      

     OR 
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$____________ yearly salary 

 

Monthly Income (circle the closest amount to your average monthly income from all sources 

(e.g. wages, social security, unemployment benefits, child support) 

 

$500 $750 $1,000 $1,250 $1,500 $1,750 

$2,000 $2,500 $3,000 $4,000 -$5,000 $5,100 - 

$6,000 

$6,100 - 

$7,000 

$7,100-

$8,000 

$8,100 - 

$9,000 

$9,100 - 

$10,000 

Higher than 

$10,000 

  

 

14. What is your occupation? ________________________________________ 

 

 

15. Which category does your occupation best fit in? Please read all categories before circling 

Precision Production, Craft or Repair Occupation 

Operator, Fabricator, or Labor Occupation 

Service Occupation 

Managerial or Professional Specialty Occupation 

Farming, Forest, or Fishing Occupation 

Technical, Sales, and Administrative Support Occupation 
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Instructions: We would like to ask you some questions about your emotional life, in particular, 

how you control (that is, regulate and manage) your emotions. The questions below involve two 

distinct aspects of your emotional life. One is your emotional experience, or what you feel like 

inside. The other is your emotional expression, or how you show your emotions in the way you 

talk, gesture, or behave. Although some of the following questions may seem similar to one 

another, they differ in important ways. 

 
Strongly 
Disagree 

  Neutral   
Strongly 
Agree 

1. When I want to feel 
more positive (such as joy 
or amusement), I change 

what I’m thinking about.   

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2. I keep my emotions to 
myself. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3. When I am feeling 
positive emotions, I am 
careful not to express 

them. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4. When I’m faced with a 
stressful situation, I make 
myself think about it in a 
way that helps me calm 

down. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

5. I control my emotions 
by not expressing them. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

6. When I want to feel 
more positive emotion, I 

change the way I’m 
thinking about the 

situation. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

7. I control my emotions 
by changing the way I 

think about the situation 
I’m in. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 



 

63 
 

 

 

  

8. When I am feeling 
negative emotions, I make 
sure not to express them. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

9. When I want to feel less 
negative emotion, I 
change the way I’m 
thinking about the 

situation. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Instructions:  In the following items, please indicate on a scale from 1 (very unlikely) to 7 (very likely) the likelihood that
you would respond in the ways listed for each item.  Please read each item carefully and respond as honestly and sincerely
as you can.  For each response, please circle a number from 1-7.

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Response Scale:        1       2       3       4       5       6       7

                                   Very Unlikely           Medium           Very Likely
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
1.  If my child becomes angry because he/she is sick or hurt and can't go to his/her friend's birthday party, I would:

  a. send my child to his/her room to cool off                      1  2  3  4  5  6  7
  b. get angry at my child                                          1  2  3  4  5  6  7
  c. help my child think about ways that he/she can still be with
     friends (e.g., invite some friends over after the party)       1  2  3  4  5  6  7
  d. tell my child not to make a big deal out of missing the party   1  2  3  4  5  6  7
  e. encourage my child to express his/her feelings of
     anger and frustration                                          1  2  3  4  5  6  7
  f. soothe my child and do something fun with him/her to make
     him/her feel better about missing the party                    1  2  3  4  5  6  7

2. If my child falls off his/her bike and breaks it, and then gets upset and cries, I would:

  a. remain calm and not let myself get anxious                     1  2  3  4  5  6  7
  b. comfort my child and try to get him/her to forget
     about the accident                                             1  2  3  4  5  6  7
  c. tell my child that he/she is over-reacting                     1  2  3  4  5  6  7
  d. help my child figure out how to get the bike fixed             1  2  3  4  5  6  7
  e. tell my child it's OK to cry                                   1  2  3  4  5  6  7
  f. tell my child to stop crying or he/she won't be      
     allowed to ride his/her bike anytime soon                      1  2  3  4  5  6  7

3.  If my child loses some prized possession and reacts with tears, I would:

  a. get upset with him/her for being so careless and
     then crying about it                                           1  2  3  4  5  6  7
  b. tell my child that he/she is over-reacting                     1  2  3  4  5  6  7
  c. help my child think of places he/she hasn't looked yet         1  2  3  4  5  6  7
  d. distract my child by talking about happy things                1  2  3  4  5  6  7
  e. tell him/her it's OK to cry when you feel unhappy              1  2  3  4  5  6  7
  f. tell him/her that's what happens when you're not careful       1  2  3  4  5  6  7

4.  If my child is afraid of injections and becomes quite shaky and teary while waiting for his/her turn to get a shot, I 
would:

  a. tell him/her to shape up or he/she won't be allowed
     to do something he/she likes to do (e.g., watch TV)            1  2  3  4  5  6  7
  b. encourage my child to talk about his/her fears                 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
  c. tell my child not to make big deal of the shot                 1  2  3  4  5  6  7
  d. tell him/her not to embarrass us by crying                     1  2  3  4  5  6  7
  e. comfort him/her before and after the shot                      1  2  3  4  5  6  7
  f. talk to my child about ways to make it hurt less
     (such as relaxing so it won't hurt or taking deep breaths).                    1  2  3  4  5  6  7
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Response Scale:        1       2       3       4       5       6       7

                                   Very Unlikely           Medium           Very Likely
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
5. If my child is going over to spend the afternoon at a friend's house and becomes nervous and upset because I can't stay
there with him/her, I would:

  a. distract my child by talking about all the fun he/she will
     have with his/her friend                                       1  2  3  4  5  6  7
  b. help my child think of things that he/she could do so that
     being at the friend's house without me wasn't scary
     (e.g., take a favorite book or toy with him/her)               1  2  3  4  5  6  7
  c. tell my child to quit over-reacting and being a baby           1  2  3  4  5  6  7     
  d. tell the child that if he/she doesn't stop that he/she

won't be allowed to go out anymore                      1  2  3  4  5  6  7
  e. feel upset and uncomfortable because of my child's reactions   1  2  3  4  5  6  7
  f. encourage my child to talk about his/her nervous feelings      1  2  3  4  5  6  7

6. If my child is participating in some group activity with his/her friends and proceeds to make a mistake and then 
looks embarrassed and on the verge of tears, I would:

 
  a. comfort my child and try to make him/her feel better           1  2  3  4  5  6  7
  b. tell my child that he/she is over-reacting                     1  2  3  4  5  6  7
  c. feel uncomfortable and embarrassed myself                      1  2  3  4  5  6  7
  d. tell my child to straighten up or we'll go home right away     1  2  3  4  5  6  7
  e. encourage my child to talk about his/her feelings                                
     of embarrassment                                               1  2  3  4  5  6  7
  f. tell my child that I'll help him/her practice so that         
     he/she can do better next time                                 1  2  3  4  5  6  7

7. If my child is about to appear in a recital or sports activity and becomes visibly nervous about people watching 
him/her, I would:

  a. help my child think of things that he/she could do to
    get ready for his/her turn (e.g., to do some warm-ups and
     not to look at the audience)                                   1  2  3  4  5  6  7
  b. suggest that my child think about something relaxing
     so that his/her nervousness will go away                       1  2  3  4  5  6  7
  c. remain calm and not get nervous myself                         1  2  3  4  5  6  7
  d. tell my child that he/she is being a baby about it             1  2  3  4  5  6  7
  e. tell my child that if he/she doesn't calm down, we'll
     have to leave and go home right away                           1  2  3  4  5  6  7
  f. encourage my child to talk about his/her nervous feelings      1  2  3  4  5  6  7

8. If my child receives an undesirable birthday gift from a friend and looks obviously disappointed, even annoyed, after
opening it in the presence of the friend, I would:

  a. encourage my child to express his/her disappointed feelings    1  2  3  4  5  6  7
  b. tell my child that the present can be exchanged
     for something the child wants                                  1  2  3  4  5  6  7
  c. NOT be annoyed with my child for being rude                    1  2  3  4  5  6  7
  d. tell my child that he/she is over-reacting                     1  2  3  4  5  6  7
  e. scold my child for being insensitive to the
     friend's feelings                                              1  2  3  4  5  6  7
  f.  try to get my child to feel better by doing something fun      1  2  3  4  5  6  7
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Response Scale:        1       2       3       4       5       6       7

                                   Very Unlikely           Medium           Very Likely
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
9. If my child is panicky and can't go to sleep after watching a scary TV show, I would:

  a. encourage my child to talk about what scared him/her           1  2  3  4  5  6  7
  b. get upset with him/her for being silly                         1  2  3  4  5  6  7
  c. tell my child that he/she is over-reacting                     1  2  3  4  5  6  7
  d. help my child think of something to do so that he/she can get
     to sleep (e.g., take a toy to bed, leave the lights on)        1  2  3  4  5  6  7
  e. tell him/her to go to bed or he/she won't be allowed to
     watch any more TV                                              1  2  3  4  5  6  7
  f. do something fun with my child to help him/her forget
     about what scared him/her                                      1  2  3  4  5  6  7

10. If my child is at a park and appears on the verge of tears because the other children are mean to him/her and won't let
him/her play with them, I would:

  a. NOT get upset myself                                           1  2  3  4  5  6  7
  b. tell my child that if he/she starts crying       
     then we'll have to go home right away                          1  2  3  4  5  6  7
  c. tell my child it's OK to cry when he/she feels bad             1  2  3  4  5  6  7
  d. comfort my child and try to get him/her to think about     
     something happy                                                1  2  3  4  5  6  7
  e. help my child think of something else to do                    1  2  3  4  5  6  7
  f. tell my child that he/she will feel better soon                1  2  3  4  5  6  7

11. If my child is playing with other children and one of them calls him/her names, and my child then begins to tremble and
become tearful, I would:

  a. tell my child not to make a big deal out of it                 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
  b. feel upset myself                                              1  2  3  4  5  6  7
  c. tell my child to behave or we'll have to go home right away    1  2  3  4  5  6  7
  d. help my child think of constructive things to do when
     other children tease him/her (e.g., find other things to do)   1  2  3  4  5  6  7
  e. comfort him/her and play a game to take his/her mind off
     the upsetting event                                            1  2  3  4  5  6  7
  f. encourage him/her to talk about how it hurts to be teased      1  2  3  4  5  6  7

12. If my child is shy and scared around strangers and consistently becomes teary and wants to stay in his/her 
bedroom whenever family friends come to visit, I would:

  a. help my child think of things to do that would make meeting
     my friends less scary (e.g., to take a favorite toy with
     him/her when meeting my friends)                               1  2  3  4  5  6  7
  b. tell my child that it is OK to feel nervous                    1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
  c. try to make my child happy by talking about the fun
     things we can do with our friends                              1  2  3  4  5  6  7
  d. feel upset and uncomfortable because of my child's reactions   1  2  3  4  5  6  7
  e. tell my child that he/she must stay in the living room
     and visit with our friends                                     1  2  3  4  5  6  7
  f. tell my child that he/she is being a baby                      1  2  3  4  5  6  7
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APPENDIX B 

 

AMAZON MEHCANICAL TURK DEMOGRAPHIC  

 
 

Instructions: Thank you for participating in this survey. First, we would like to get some basic 

information about you. Please fill out all information regarding your child about your youngest, 

preschool age child (3-5 years old).  

 

 

16. What is your child’s birthdate?  _____/_____/_____ 

 
17. Are you the primary caregiver of this child? 

 

Yes  No 

 
 

18. How many sisters/brothers does your child have? ____________ 

 

 
 

19. What is the age of your oldest child? ________years 

 
 

20. Is there reason to believe your child is not developing in a typical manner? 

 
Yes  No 

  

21. Has your child been diagnosed with any of the following (please circle): 

 
Language Delay 

 
Speech Impairement 

 
Austism Spectrum Disorder 
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Down Syndrome 
 

Cognitive Impairment 
 

Other genetic developmental disability:__________ 
 
 
 

22. What is your age? _____ 

 

 
23. What is your gender? 

 

Male  Female   Other 
 

 
24. What is your child’s gender? 

 
Male  Female   Other 
 

 
 

25. At what age did your youngest preschool age child begin walking? ____years _____months 

 
 

26. What is your race? (circle one) 

 

White  Black/African American  Latino/Hispanic/Spanish 
 

Asian/Pacific Islander Native American 
 

Other (please specify):______________ 
 

27. What is your child’s race? (circle one) 

 
White  Black/African American  Latino/Hispanic/Spanish 

 
Asian/Pacific Islander Native American 

 
Other (please specify):______________ 
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28. What is the birthdate of your oldest child? ___/___/___ 

 
29. Do you live with your spouse or partner? 

 
Yes  No 

 
30. How many children live in the home in total (including your child)? _______ 

 

 
 

31. How many adults live in the home in total (including yourself)?_______ 

 

 

32. What is the age of your youngest preschool age child? ____years ____months 

 
33. Is your child enrolled in preschool or Head Start? 

 

Yes  No 
 
 

34. At what age did your youngest preschool age child get his/her first tooth?  _____years 

_____months 

 
35. What is the highest level of education you completed? (circle one) 

8th grade or 

less 
Some high school GED 

High School 

Diploma 
Vocational Training 

Some 

College 
AA/AS Degree 

BA/BS 

Degree 
MA/MS Degree 

Doctoral/Postgraduate 

Degree 

 
36. If your spouse or partner lives with you in the home, what is the highest level of education 

he/she completed? (circle one) 
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8th grade or 

less 

Some high 

school 
GED 

High School 

Diploma 
Vocational Training 

Some College AA/AS Degree 
BA/BS 

Degree 
MA/MS Degree 

Doctoral/Postgraduate 

Degree 

 
37. What is your current household income from all sources (ex. your income, your spouse or partner’s 

income, child support, Social Security, etc.)  

$_________ hourly rate  _______# of hours worked weekly 

 

OR 

 

$____________yearly salary 

 

38. What is your monthly income? (circle the closest amount to your average monthly 

income from all sources (e.g. wages, social security, unemployment benefits, child 

support) 

 

$500 $750 $1,000 $1,250 $1,500 $1,750 

$2,000 $2,500 $3,000 $4,000 -$5,000 
$5,100 - 

$6,000 

$6,100 - 

$7,000 

 $7,100-$8,000 $8,100 - $9,000 
$9,100 - 

$10,000 

Higher than 

$10,000 
 

 

39. What is your occupation? ________________________________________ 

40. Which category does your occupation best fit in? Please read all categories before circling 
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Precision Production, Craft or Repair Occupation 

Operator, Fabricator, or Labor Occupation 

Service Occupation 

Managerial or Professional Specialty Occupation 

Farming, Forest, or Fishing Occupation 

Technical, Sales, and Administrative Support Occupation 
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APPENDIX C  

 

CONSENT FORM 
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APPENDIX D 

 

ORIGINAL IRB APPROVAL 
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APPENDIX E 

 

IRB RENEWAL APPROVAL 
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APPENDIX F 

 

IRB CHANGE IN PROTOCOL APPROVAL 
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